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BRIDGE ACT 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1960 


Houses oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m., in room 1302 
New House Office Building, Hon, George H. Fallon (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Faxon. Ladies ake gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Roads 
of the Public Works Committee is meeting this morning in considera- 
tion of several bills. Two of them are individual bridge bills and one 
isa general bridge bill. 

Our first witness this morning, as scheduled, will be Representative 
McMillan. 

Mr. McMillan, on behalf of the committee I would like to welcome 
you here this morning. We are delighted to see you here again. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN L. McMILLAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. McMitian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I especially want to 
thank you for scheduling this hearing because I understand you have 
a campaign in your district and I know you had to make some sacri- 
fices to be here today. 

I also want to thank other members of the committee for taking 
the time to give us a hearing on these bills, which in my opinion 
could be considered emergency legislation. We have been held - 
in South Carolina certainly long enough waiting for a study whic 
is oe to be made by the U.S. Corps of Engineers on this 
subject. 

r. Chairman, I am appearing in support of H.R, 1843, introduced 
by myself, and H.R. 7153, sateedieed by Representative Robison, 
and also H.R. 8962, introduced by myself. 

Of course, I realize that if the committee can give favorable action 
to H.R. 7153 and similar bill H.R. 8962, there would be no reason for 
them to take action on the bill I introduced for the special bridge on 
U.S. 501 in South Carolina. 

(H.R. 1848, H.R. 7153, and H.R. 245 follow.) 


(H.R. 1843, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the State of South Carolina to construct a bridge across the 
Intracoastal Waterway 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the consent of Congress is hereby 
granted to the State of South Carolina for the construction, maintenance, and 
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operation of a high-level fixed bridge with a fifty-five-foot vertical navigation 
clearance over the Intracoastal Waterway of the crossing of United States High- 
way Numbered 501 in the vicinity of Myrtle Beach, South Carolina. 


[H.R. 7153, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL To amend section 502 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, and for other purposeg 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 502 of the General Bridge Act 
of 1946 (60 Stat. 812) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The consent of Congress is hereby granted for the construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of bridges and approaches thereto over the navigable 
waters of the United States, in accordance with the provisions of this title. 

“(b) The location and plans for such bridges shall be approved by the Chief 
of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army before construction is commenced, 
In approving the location and plans of any bridge, they may impose specific 
conditions relating to the maintenance and operation of the structure. From 
the standpoint of navigational needs, the approval of the location and plans for 
any bridge, and any specific conditions relating to maintenance and operation 
of such structure, shall be based upon the public interest, and shall have the 
force of law. In ascertaining what constitutes the public interest, after affording 
interested parties an appropriate opportunity to make known their views, they 
shall (1) recognize the equal rights of all forms of surface transportation 
(highway, railroad, waterway, and pipeline); (2) evaluate the economic effect 
on all forms of surface transportation of the added cost of constructing the 
bridge with navigational clearances required and of any conditions relating to 
maintenance and operation; and (3) take into account any special requirements 
for accommodation of federally owned defense vessels, as identified in subsection 
(f) hereof. 

“(c) It is hereby declared to be consistent with national transportation policy 
that in the event navigational clearances for bridges are not controlled by special 
requirements of federally owned defense vessels, as provided in subsection (b) (3) 
of this section, such clearances and the maintenance and operation of bridges 
due solely to navigational needs shall be based upon the concept of minimal 
total economic effect on all forms of surface transportation. In the application 
of this concept, evaluations (made pursuant to subsection (b) (2) of this section) 
of the economic effect on all forms of surface transportation of the added cost 
of construction of the bridge with the navigational clearances required, and of 
any conditions relating to maintenance and operation of the bridge, shall wher- 
ever feasible be aimed at the full-time separation of waterway and overland 
transportation through construction of fixed bridges that afford reasonable 
navigational clearances. 

“(d) Based upon criteria developed in conformity with subsections (b) and 
(c) of this section, the Secretary of the Army shall designate from time to time 
reaches of navigable waters over which bridges are planned within which ap- 
proval of location and plans of bridges will not be required. These designations 
may be modified from time to time. 

“(e) With respect to the reaches of navigable waters on which approval of 
location and plans of bridges is required, the Secretary of the Army shall de- 
termine general standards of navigational clearances in conformity with sub- 
sections (b) and (c) of this section. Such general standards shall be used as 
guides in establishing clearances for specific bridges, but the precise clearances 
to be required for any specific structure may be based upon findings with respect 
to such structure. Any determination of general standards, or any findings with 
respect to specific structures, shall summarize or refer to the views of the affected 
transportation interests as to the navigational clearances so determined. 

“(f) Where bridge costs are increased due to special requirements of any fed- 
erally owned defense vessel, the Secretary of the Army shall request the bridge 
owner for information upon which to base an estimate of such cost increase. 
Such information shall indicate the extent to which any Federal-aid financing 
may be involved. For the purposes of this Act, any federally owned vessel which 
has a mobilization assignment issued by the Department of Defense shall be 
deemed a federally owned defense vessel. Regardless of the purposes served by 
any federally owned vessel that does not have a mobilization assignment, & 
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special navigational clearance shall not be required solely for accommodation 
of such vessel, but the effect of reduced bridge clearances upon the vessel shall 
be taken into account with the other economic factors that are considered in 
arriving at a bridge clearance decision. 

“(g) Notwithstanding any provisions in any navigational project report 
heretofore submitted to the Congress with respect to bridge clearances or of 
any agreement heretofore executed between the Department of the Army and 
any bridge owner as to the navigational clearances to be required over any 
waterway, such clearances will be reconsidered by the Chief of Engineers in 
conformity with the requirements of this Act and he will report his findings 
to Congress where legislative action is required. 

“(h) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (a) through (g) it shall 
be unlawful to construct or commence the construction of any privately owned 
highway toll bridge until the location and plans thereof shall also have been 
submitted to and approved by the highway department or departments of the 
State or States in which the bridge and its approaches are situated; and where 
such bridge shall be between two or more States and the highway depart- 
ments thereof shall be unable to agree upon the location and plans therefor, or if 
they, or either of them, shall fail or refuse to act upon the location and plans 
submitted, such location and plans then shall be submitted to the Secretary of 
Commerce and, if approved by the Secretary of Commerce, approval by the 
highway departments shall not be required.” 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army shall reexamine bridge regulations pro- 
mulgated pursuant to section 5 of the River and Harbor Act of 1894 (28 Stat. 
362) from time to time to determine whether modification thereof may result in 
net savings or other advantages to overall transportation economy. Where 
modification of such bridge regulations will result in such savings or other ad- 
vantages to the overall transportation economy, the Secretary of the Army may 
issue such modification on his own initiative. 

Src. 3. (a) The Secretary of the Army is authorized and directed to make a 
study in cooperation with the Department of Commerce and appropriate surface 
transportation interests to determine the height of the main superstructure of 
commercial, fishing, and pleasure vessels, as well as vessels needed in main- 
tenance and dredging of rivers and harbors and in other types of construction, 
exploration, or development (including vessels currently under design or con- 
struction), which navigate the inland streams and the intracoastal waterweys, 
except waterways designated pursuant to section 1 (d) of the Act, as well as 
the nature, purpose, and height of fixed projections which extend above the 
main superstructure, age and present condition of the vessel, and the reaches of 
waterway normally navigated by each vessel, with a view toward arriving at 
a height of vessels that will serve as a realistic guide for establishing bridge 
clearances for different waterways or reaches of waterways in conformity with 
the requirements of this Act. 

(b) Every effort shall be made in this study to ascertain the structural char- 
acteristics and operating requirements of vessels which normally navigate active 
Federal navigation projects, as determined by the Secretary of the Army, par- 
ticularly from the standpoint of the height reasonably required on power vessels 
to permit safe operation of tows, and of feasible modifications in vessels needed 
in dredging and maintenance of rivers and harbors and in other types of con- 
struction, exploration, or development to permit passage of these types of vessels 
under the bridge clearances that serve the requirements of commercial water- 
way traffic and federally owned defense vessels. 

(c) The Secretary shall submit to the Congress a report of this study with his 
findings and recommendations, as well as the views of all cooperating interests, 
within two years after funds have been appropriated for this purpose. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Department in which the Coast Guard is 
operating may permit vessels desiring to navigate under bridges constructed 
pursuant to this Act to temporarily lower the lights and day signals prescribed 
in, or required pursuant to, section 4 of the Act of August 18, 1894, as amended 
(U.S.C., title 33, sec. 1, 1952 edition) ; the Act of February 8, 1895, as amended 
(U.S.C., title 33, sees. 241-295, 1952 edition): the Act of March 6, 1896, as 
amended (U.S.C., title 33, sec. 474, 1952 edition); the Act of June 7, 1897, as 
amended (U.S.C., title 33, sees. 154-232. 1952 edition) ; the Act of April 25, 1950, 
as amended (U.S.C., title 46, sec. 526-526t, 1952 edition) ; the Act of December 3, 
1945, as amended (U.S.C., title 33, sec. 360, 1952 edition) ; and the Act of May 21, 
1948, as amended (U.S.C., title 33, secs. 301, 302, 311-356, 1952 edition): and 
if necessary, may authorize such vessels, and other vessels navigating in the 
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vicinity of such bridges, to depart from the rules to prevent collisions prescribed 
therein, or pursuant thereto. The Secretary of the Department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating may also prescribe such special rules to be observed 
by vessels navigating under, or near, such bridges as in his judgment the public 
safety may require for the prevention of collisions. 

(b) Notice of the regulations to accomplish the purposes of this section shall 
be published in the Federal Register and in the Notice to Mariners, and after 
the effective date specified in such notices, such regulations shall have the 
force of law. 

(c) Any person who navigates a vessel in violation of the regulations estab- 
lished pursuant to this section shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding $500. 
In addition, any vessel navigated in violation of the regulations established 
pursuant to this section shall be liable to a penalty of $500, for which sum such 
vessel may be seized and proceeded against, by way of libel, in the district court 
of the United States for any district within which such vessel may be found. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated annually such sums as 
are necessary to defray the costs of altering the construction and design of any 
existing federally owned vessel and/or the construction of new federally owned 
vessel where such alteration of construction and design and/or new construction 
is necessary to enable the Government agencies operating federally owned ves- 
sels (other than federally owned defense vessels) to perform their statutory 
duties in those reaches of navigable waters where reduced navigational clear- 
ances for bridges are established pursuant to this Act. 

Seo. 6. This Act shall not be construed in any way so as to modify, alter, 
or amend the provisions of the Act of June 21, 1940 (54 Stat. 497), as amended; 
nor shall it be construed to change in any way the existing laws concerning 
financial responsibility for the cost of constructing, maintaining, and operating 
bridges across navigable waterways. 

Sec. 7. Any determination hereafter made by the Secretary of the 
Army that a bridge is an unreasonable obstruction to navigation shall conform 
with the requirements of this Act. Before the Secretary requests an appropria- 
tion of Federal funds for the Federal share of the cost of such a project, he 
shall make a copy of his determination and supporting data available to the 
bridge owner in an effort to insure that the bridge owner’s share of cost is 
available in time to eliminate an unreasonable obstruction. 

Sec. 8. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated annually so much as 
may be needed to enable the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers 
to administer the provisions of sections 1, 2, and 3 of this Act. 

Sec. 9. Nothing in this Act shall be construed to affect in any way the powers 
and responsibilities of the Tennessee Valley Authority pursuant to the provi- 
sions of section 205(a) of the Act of November 21, 1941 (55 Stat. 773), as 
amended and of section 26(a) of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, 
as amended (49 Stat. 1079). 


[H.R. 245, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the <7 of Madison, Ill., to maintain, operate, and construct toll 
bridges across the Mississippi River 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the city of Madison, TIlinois, as the suc- 
cessor and assignee of all right, title and interest in a bridge constructed across 
the Mississippi River pursuant to the Act entitled “An Act granting the consent 
of Congress to John R. Scott, Thomas J. Scott, E. BE. Green and Baxter L. 
Brown, their successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Mississippi River”, approved February 25, 1927, is hereby authorized 
to reconstruct, improve, better, extend, enlarge, repair, maintain, and operate 
such bridge in accordance with the provisions of the Act entitled “An Act to 
regulate the construction of bridges across navigable waters”, approved March 
23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The city of Madison, Illinois, is hereby authorized to construct, main- 
tain, and operate an additional toll bridge across the Mississippi River parallel 
to and in the vicinity of the bridge constructed pursuant to the authority con- 
tained in the Act of February 25, 1927, and in accordance with the provisions 
of an Act entitled “An Act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters”, approved March 23, 1906, and subject to the approval of the location, 
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navigational clearances, and other design features of such bridge by the Secre- 
tary of the Army and Chief of Engineers. There is hereby conferred upon the 
city of Madison, Illinois, all such rights and powers to enter upon lands and 
to acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, and use real estate and other property 
needed for the location, construction, maintenance, and operation of such addi- 
tional toll bridge across the Mississippi River and the approaches thereto, as 
are possessed by railroad corporations for railroad purposes or by bridge cor- 
porations for bridge purposes in the State in which such real estate or other 
property is situated, upon making just compensation therefor, to be ascertained 
and paid according to the laws of such State, and the proceedings therefor 
shall be the same as in condemnation and expropriation of property for public 
purposes in such State. 

Sec. 3. The city of Madison, Illinois, in fixing the rates of toll to be charged for 
the use of the bridge constructed pursuant to the Act of February 25, 1927, and 
the additional bridge herein authorized to be constructed, shall from time to 
time adjust such tolls so as to provide a sufficient fund to pay the cost of recon- 
structing, improving, extending, enlarging, repairing, maintaining and operat- 
ing such bridges and their approaches, to provide operating and debt service 
reserve funds of such character and amount as the city shall determine to be 
necessary to insure the proper maintenance of such bridges and to protect the 
holders of bonds issued to finance the cost of such bridges, to pay an adequate 
return upon the unamortized cost of the bridge constructed pursuant to the Act 
of February 25, 1927, and the cost of the additional bridge herein authorized to 
be constructed, and to pay the principal of bonds heretofore or hereafter issued 
to pay the cost of such bridges, including bonds issued to refund such bonds at or 
prior to the maturity thereof and financing costs, within a period of not more 
than thirty years after the date construction of the additional bridge herein 
authorized is commenced. The construction of such additional bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto shall be commenced not later than December 31, 1960, and shall 
be completed within three years after such date. 

Sec. 4. After there shall have been collected from the tolls charged for the use 
of the bridge constructed pursuant to the Act of February 25, 1927, and the 
additional bridge herein authorized to be constructed an amount sufficient to 
provide for the payment of the principal of the bonds specified in section 3 
hereof, the city of Madison, Illinois, and any future proprietor of said bridges 
may charge tolls for the use thereof sufficient to provide for the maintenance, 
operation, and repair of such bridges. 

SEc. 2 The right to alter, amend, or repeal this Act is hereby expressly 
reserved. 


Mr. McMittan. I am of the opinion that we are at the present time 
being guided by an old act when we only had approximately 1 million 
automobiles in the United States, whereas now we have between 80 
and 100 million automobiles on the highways. 

It seems to me that it is time this act should be amended so that 
motorists can have some consideration the same as the people who 
own private yachts. 

Mr. Chairman, without objection I would like to have included in 
the record statements addressed to me and to the U.S. district engineer 
at Charleston, S.C., by the State highway commissioner and the State 
highway engineer of South Carolina. 

Also, a letter from Admiral Burke, who is head of Naval Opera- 
tions, in which he stated that he would interpose no opposition to 
this proposed legislation. 

Also a wire from the mayor of Myrtle Beach, S.C., favoring this 
proposed legislation. 

Also a statement from the chief highway engineer, Mr. S. N. Pear- 
man, on this subject. 

Mr. Fation. With no objection, it is ordered, and they will be in- 
cluded in the record at this point. 


56583—60———2 
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(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


SoutyH CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Columbia, June 12, 1957. 
Docket 26.355: Proposed bridge over Intracoastal Waterway on Route 501 near 
Myrtle Beach. 
Hon. JoHN L. McMILLAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear JoHN L.: With regard to the proposed fixed high bridge on Route 501 
near Myrtle Beach, the department made application to the War Department 
under date of May 15 for a four-lane fixed high type of bridge which would 
provide a 45-foot vertical-navigation clearance over the Intracoastal Waterway. 
The application was returned by the district engineer of the War Department at 
Charleston under date of June 5, 1957. Copies of our letter of application and 
also of the district engineer’s letter returning the application are attached. 

The department has resubmitted an application for this bridge based on a 55- 
foot vertical-navigation clearance instead of the 45-foot vertical clearance. The 
55-foot vertical clearance is the same as was recently approved by the War De- 
partment for a bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway at Miami. Also attached 
is a copy of the department’s letter submitting the revised application and 
plans, which letter is dated June 11, 1957. The attached information will bring 
you up to date on the department’s efforts to obtain approval of the fixed high 
type of bridge rather than the movable type of bridge at this location. Anything 
that you can do to assist in obtaining approval of the revised application will be 
appreciated. We are firmly convinced that a fixed type of bridge would be 
more advantageous to both navigation traffic and highway traffic. 

The department’s mailroom inadvertently mailed you a copy of our letter to 
the district engineer dated June 11, 1957, before I had the opportunity to attach 
the information attached to this letter. 

With best regards, I am 

Your brother, 
C. R. McMILLan, 
Chief Highway Commissioner. 


Wak DEPARTMENT, 
U.S. ENGINEER OFFICE, 
Charleston, 8.C., June 5, 1957. 
SovutH CaRoLina STATE HigHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Columbia, 8.C. 


(Attention: Mr. 8. N. Pearman, State highway engineer). 


GENTLEMEN : Reference is made to your letter dated May 15, 1957, submitting 
an application to this office for a permit to construct a new four-lane fixed 
highway bridge adjacent to the existing combination bascule bridge over the 
Intracoastal Waterway near Myrtle Beach, 8.C., with a vertical clearance of 45 
feet at mean high tide. 

Your application for the proposed bridge has been taken up with higher au- 
thority and I have been authorized to inform you that favorable consideration 
cannot be given to your application which provides for only 45 feet vertical 
clearance. 

The fixed bridge that you referred to over the Intracoastal Waterway at Miami, 
Fla., for which a permit has been issued, will when completed provide a vertical 
clearance of 55 feet above mean high water. Approval of the structure was 
predicated on the fact that large dredges and some high-masted vessels unable to 
pass through the bridge could circumvent the site by sailing outside between 
Port Everglades and Miami, a distance of only 25 miles. 

The tracing (in two sheets) and drawings of the proposed bridge are returned. 

Very truly yours, 
PARKER QO, STUART, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 
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May 15, 1957. 


Docket 26.355: Proposed bridge over Intracoastal Waterway on Route 501 near 
Myrtle Beach. 

Col. PARKER O. STUART, 

District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, 

Charleston, S.C. 

Dear CoLonet Stuart: Please consider this letter as an application for permit 
to construct a new four-lane fixed high type of highway bridge adjacent to the 
existing combination bascule bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway at the 
location stated above. Tracings showing the general location and, also, general 
details of the proposed bridge are attached as well as four sets of biueprints 
made from the tracings. 

The present average annual daily traffic on Route 501 at the bridge location 
is approximately 4,000 vehicles per day. However, the average daily traffic 
during the summer months and at the height of the beach season is approximately 
6,000 vehicles per day with an average of 8,500 vehicles per day on Sundays 
during the summer months. The existing bridge provides only a 22-foot-wide 
roadway for highway traffic. The department has under construction a dual 
highway from Conway to Myrtle Beach to accommodate present and future 
traffic as well as four-lane bridges over the Waccamaw River and Route 701 at 
Conway. A fixed high-level type of highway bridge is unquestionably the best 
means of eliminating interference to both highway and navigation traffic. 

It is understood that the Corps of Engineers has recently granted a permit 
for a fixed high type of bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway at Miami, Fla., 
where navigation traflic is probably of greater volume than at the site in 
question. 

This department is not aware of a single fixed high-type bridge across the 
Intracoastal Waterway throughout the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
or Georgia; and this fact is unquestionably due to the excessively high vertical 
clearance requirements made by the War Department quite some time ago for 
bridges crossing that waterway. It is believed that the matter of minimum 
vertical clearances for bridges over the Intracoastal Waterway should be re- 
studied by the Corps of Engineers in the light of the new policy of the War 
Department concerning this matter in which an economic study of the cost 
chargeable to all phases of transportation is made and the vertical clearance 
determined as a result of the economic study. If an application for permit is 
required for such study to be initiated by the War Department, please consider 
the attached application in that light. The department will be glad to assist in 
such study in any reasonable way by furnishing cost estimates for bridges based 
on various vertical clearances. 

Yours very truly, 
S. N. PEARMAN, 
State Highway Engineer. 


Avueust 5, 1957. 
Part 203—BripGE REGULATIONS 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, VIRGINIA—NORTIT CAROLINA BOUNDARY TO KEY WEST, 
FLORIDA 


Pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the River and Harbor Act of August 
18, 1894 (28 Stat. 362; 33 U.S.C. 499), section 203.241 is hereby prescribed making 
it unlawful to require the opening of bridges across the Intracoastal Waterway 
from the Virginia-North Carolina boundary to Key West, Florida, and tributaries 
thereto, for boats carrying appurtenances unessential to navigation as follows: 

203.241 The Intracoastal Waterway from the Virginia-North Carolina Bound- 
ary to Key West, Florida, and tributaries thereto; bridges. 

(a) Bridges over the above-captioned navigable waters will be operated in 
accordance with Section 203.240. The regulations contained in this section shall 
be considered as additional to those contained in Section 203.240. 

(b) Drawbridges shall not be required to open for craft carrying appurte- 
nances unessential to navigation and any vessel operator who causes a bridge 
to be opened in order to clear appurtenances unessential for navigation shall be 
considered in violation of the regulations of this section. 


S BRIDGE ACT 


(c) Appurtenances unessential for navigation shall include but not be limited 
to fishing outriggers, radio or television antennae, false stacks, and masts purely 
for ornamental purposes. Appurtenances unessential to navigation will not in- 
clude flying bridges, sailboat masts, pile driver leads, spud frames on hydraulie 
dredges, or other items of equipment clearly necessary to the intended use of 
the vessel. 

(d) Owners of drawbridges shall report to the proper District Engineer the 
names of any vessels requiring bridge openings considered to be in violation of 
this section. The District Engineer may at any time cause an inspection to be 
made of any craft utilizing the above-captioned navigable waters and is em- 
powered to decide in each case whether or not the appurtenances are unessential 
to navigation. If the District Engineer decides a vessel has appurtenances un- 
essential to navigation, he shall notify the vessel owner of his decision, specifying 
a reasonable time for making the alterations. If the vessel owner is aggrieved 
by the decision of the District Engineer, he may within 30 days after receipt 
of the request to perform necessary alterations, appeal the decision to the 
District Engineer in writing. After receipt by the District Engineer, the appeal 
will be forwarded through channels to the Secretary of the Army. If the Sec- 
retary of the Army rules that an appurtenance is unessential to navigation, the 
District Engineer shall again specify to the vessel owner a reasonable time for 
making necessary alterations to the appurtenance, and after the expiration of 
the time specified, any operation of the vessel on he above-captioned navigable 
waters in such a manner as to require drawbridge openings shall be deemed in 
violation of the regulations of this section, unless the necessary alterations shall 
have been made. 


Approved : July 2, 1957. 
(s) Dewey Snore, Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
(Oiwil-Military Affairs). 


These rules and regulations will be in full force and effect forty days after 
their publication in the Federal Register. They were published in the Federal 
Register on July 27, 1957; public notices of their approval were sent to all 
known interested parties on August 5, 1957; they have been posted at Post 
Offices and at all drawbridges crossing the Intracoastal Waterway from the 
Virginia-North Carolina line to Key West, Florida and tributaries thereto, 


Soutn CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Columbia, July 31, 1957. 
Hon. L. MCMILLAN, 
U.S. Congressman, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear JoHN L.: I am enclosing a copy of the statement presented in behalf 
of the South Carolina Highway Department at the hearing on July 30, 1957, 
in Charleston, pertaining to the proposed fixed bridge over the Atlantic Intra- 
coastal Waterway on U.S. Route 501 between Myrtle Beach and Conway. 

Our request for a permit to construct this proposed bridge was heartily en- 
dorsed by Mayor Cameron of Myrtle Beach, Mayor Long of Conway, and Mr. 
Eddie Huff, director of the Horry County Planning Commission, who repre- 
sented the Horry delegation and other local interests of Horry County. Mr. 
Huff emphasized that all local pulpwood and lumber companies engaged in water 
transportation on the inland waterway were very much in favor of a fixed 
bridge as proposed by the department. 

The department’s request in this matter was supported by the Highway De- 
partment’s of Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina, all of which were repre- 
sented and presented statements in favor of a fixed bridge. Representatives of 
the bureau of public roads from Washington, Atlanta, Columbia, and the 
district engineer from the State of Florida presented papers or statements in 
favor of the bridge. At the beginning of the hearing Colonel Stuart read your 
letter in support of the bridge, and the department appreciates the valuable 
information contained therein. 

Colonel Stuart also read letters opposing the proposed bridge which were 
forwarded by the Atlantic Dredging Co., the Arundel Corp., the American Yacht- 
ing Association; the Savannah District, Corps of Engineers; and a letter was 


als 
Op] 
] 
reg 
let 
ere 
the 
of 
an 
Na 
wil 
Na 
to 
in 
ear 
. 
Di. 
] 
Hi; 
ing 
501 
" 
Wi 
ove 
501 
bri 
| anc 
fee 
be 
of 
of | 
7 
are 
Th 
bri 
Be: 
Cor 
ine 
nav 
liev 
as | 
mo’ 
gre 
1 
mai 
Cor 
and 
pre 
par 
‘ 
Riv 
The 
22-f 
Coa 


BRIDGE ACT 9 


also read by a representative of the 6th Naval District, Adm. G. C. Crawford, 
opposing the fixed bridge. Mr. Merritt of the Merritt Dredging Co., Charleston, 
spoke in opposition to the proposed fixed-vertical clearance of 55 feet. 

For your information, I am enclosing a copy of Admiral Crawford’s letter 
regarding this matter. I am somewhat concerned over the contents of this 
letter as it is the first information on our part that the Navy Department op- 
erates ships with masts in excess of 55 feet, particularly on this section of 
the Intracoastal Waterway. Your attention is called to the last paragraph 
of the letter concerning the matter of determining an acceptable vertical clear- 
ance for a fixed bridge at this location which has been referred to the Chief of 
Naval Operations for decision. 

We gained the impression at the hearing that such a decision might be made 
within the next 10 days. Therefore, you may wish to contact the Chief of 
Naval Operations with the request that they not make a hasty decision prior 
to having all facts pertaining to our application. 

I wish to thank you for all of the assistance which you have given our State 


in this matter, and am pleased to report that I am now able to be at the office 
each day. 


With best wishes for you and yours, I am, 
Your brother, 


C, R. MoMILLAN, 
Chief Highway Commissioner. 


SoutH CaRoLINA Highway DEPARTMENT, 


Columbia, July 29, 1957. 
Col. PARKER O. Stuart, 


District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 
Charleston, S.C. 

Dear Sir: This statement is presented in behalf of the South Carolina State 
Highway Department in connection with the hearing of July 30, 1957, pertain- 
ing to the proposed fixed bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway, on U.S. Route 
501 between Myrtle Beach and Conway, 8.C. 

The South Carolina State Highway Department has made application to the 
War Department for a permit to construct a four-lane fixed-high-type bridge 
over the Intracoastal Waterway where that waterway is crossed by U.S. Route 
501 near Myrtle Beach, 8.C. The application proposes a fixed high type of 
bridge, which means a bridge without a movable span with navigational clear- 
ance of 90 feet horizontally between fenders and a vertical clearance of 55 
feet above mean high tide. Long-range highway planning indicates that it will 
be necessary in the future to construct a similar bridge across this section 
of the Intracoastal Waterway at Georgetown and also one at Little River, north 
of Myrtle Beach. 

The critical situation caused by heavy traffic entering and leaving this beach 
area prompts the need for a fixed type bridge rather than a movable type. 
There frequently occurs a long line of traffic having to wait while the present 
bridge is raised in order for navigation to pass. With the growth of Myrtle 
Beach and its adjacent resort areas, together with the growth of the city of 
Conway, traffic itself will substantially increase in volume; and with a possible 
increase in navigation in the Intracoastal Waterway, the annoyance to both 
navigation and highway traffic will be aggravated. Therefore, it is not be- 
lieved that there is any question concerning the desirability of a fixed bridge 
as compared to a movable bridge. A fixed bridge avoids all interference with 
movement of both highway and navigation traffic and also usually provides 
greater horizontal navigation clearance than a movable bridge. 

Traffic over the State highways in South Carolina has multiplied approxi- 
mately 5 times between 1934 and the present and between Myrtle Beach and 
Conway some 9 or 10 times on account of the development of the resort area 
and increased facilities to the Myrtle Beach Airbase by the Air Force. The 
present two-lane highway between these two cities is inadequate and the de- 

rtment has awarded construction contracts for the building of a new four- 

e highway, including a four-lane fixed high bridge over the Waccamaw 
River at Conway and a four-lane highway between Conway and Myrtle Beach. 
The existing bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway on this highway has a 
22-foot roadway for highway traffic and a single railroad track for Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad trains, and it does not lend itself to widening to a four- 
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lane highway bridge. Furthermore, it has only about 19 feet vertical clearance 
above mean low water for boat traffic when the bascule leaf is closed. This 
bridge is a single leaf bascule and opens about 3,300 times a year to pass such 
traftic. 

The War Department has recently authorized the Florida Highway Depart- 
ment to construct a bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway at Miami with a 55- 
foot vertical clearance. In a study by the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads on dimen- 
sions of commercial craft as listed in the Corps of Engineers’ publication “Trans- 
portation Series 4,” it was determined that approximately 94.4 percent of the 
10,000 craft listed have a maximum height of 35 feet; 96.1 percent, 40 feet ; 97.6 
percent, 45 feet ; 98.3 percent, 50 feet; and 98.9 percent could pass under a strue- 
ture with a vertical clearance of 55 feet. It is believed that a comparable situa- 
tion exists on Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. It is noted that the Miami Bridge 
was approved, since a large dredge or other high-masted vessels unable to pass 
through the proposed bridge could circumvent the site by sailing outside. The 
same condition would exist in the case of this structure inasmuch as such vessels 
could sail outside between Little River, 8.C., and Georgetown. We have also 
been informed that the War Department is now in process of reexamining 
its requirements as to the vertical clearances for bridges over navigable streams 
in the interest of overall economy to the public with the idea of requiring ves- 
sels that rarely use such waterways to be provided with movable appurtenances 
that would require excess vertical clearance at bridges where such appurte- 
nances are not specifically involved in the propulsive mechanism on such vessels, 
The spuds or communication masts or light masts of a large dredge which may 
traverse the waterway at some rare interval, say, 10 years, and also other high- 
masted vessels of similar passing frequency would, therefore, be provided with 
hinged, telescopic, or other devices to permit passage under the bridge. As an 
alternate, these vessels could circumvent the bridge. In these instances it 
should be borne in mind that the control depth of water in the Intracostal 
Waterway is 12 feet; such depth automatically controls the size of the vessels 
using that waterway. It, therefore, appears that the proposed clearance would 
certainly be adequate for the passage of any normal traffic. 

Although it is recognized that the public right of navigation takes precedence 
over the private right of property, transportation by water does not take prece- 
dence over and is not paramount to transportation by any other means. Where- 
ever possible the effect of any point of issue should be in terms of cost and 
benefits occasioned in opposing interests to permit determination of the reason- 
ableness of demands and the economy of the proposals. We have passed the 
days when overland transportation was only wagon trails and short railroads, 
and the navigable waterways were our real highways for transportation. Now 
our railroads and modern highways, and soon our superhighways, extend to 
practically all areas of the country. This has resulted in an overall picture of 
less dependence on waterways and has introduced this conflict of interest by the 
necessity to construct bridges across the waterways. The extremes vary from 
the present excessive requirements of unlimited vertical clearance and _ pro- 
hibitive cost for the fixed type bridge to the other extreme of restricting beyond 
reason navigation traffic. Your attention is respectfully called to our application 
submitted with letter dated May 15, 1957, for a four-lane fixed highway bridge 
with a vertical clearance of 45 feet at mean high tide at this location. This 
clearance should take care of practically all but a small percentage of boat traffic, 
and this small percentage could be easily and economically reduced in height 
or could operate on the outside between Little River and Georgetown. Atten- 
tion is also called to your letter of June 5, 1957, turning down our application 
without giving any reason for the unfavorable action. Since all transportation 
costs are ultimately borne by the general public in the cost of goods the publie 
consumes, in the prices the public pays for the services it receives, and in the 
taxes the public is required to pay, the department, therefore, requests in con- 
nection with your study of this application; that you give further consideration 
to the merits of granting a permit to this department for the construction of 
this proposed fixed bridge with a clearance less than the 55 feet proposed in this 
application, provided your further study determines that such action is feasible, 
It is still the opinion of this department that a lesser height than that proposed 
in this application would be justified from the standpoint of water traffic. 

Respectfully submitted. 


N. PEARMAN, 
State Highway Engineer. 
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HEADQUARTERS, 6TH NAVAL DIstTRICT, 
U.S. NAvAL BASE, 
Charleston, 8S.C., July 29, 1957. 

From : Commandant, 6th Naval District. 
To: District engineer, Charleston District, Corps of Engineers, Charleston, 8.C. 
Subject: Proposed fixed bridge over the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway near 

Myrtle Beach, 8.C. 
Reference: (a) District engineer, Charleston District, Corps of Engineers notice 

of public hearing dated June 17, 1957. 


1. Reference (a) announced a public hearing would be held on July 30, 1957, 
concerning an application for the construction of a fixed bridge over the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway adjacent to the existing bascule bridge near Myrtle 
Beach, S.C. Reference (a) further indicated the proposed bridge would have a 
horizontal clearance of 120 feet and a vertical clearance of 55 feet above mean 
high tide. 

2. The commandant, 6th Naval District is opposed to the construction of a 
fixed bridge of 55 feet vertical clearanmce at the location specified. Basis for op- 
position is the fact that such a bridge would limit the passage of naval ships 
through the Intracoastal Waterway to those with masthead heights of about 53 
feet. Ships with taller masts would be required to proceed via the open sea 
from Little River Inlet to Winyah Bay, or vice versa, a distance of about 60 
nautical miles. Future deepening of the Intracoastial Waterway would, of 
course, make it navigable by ships of deeper drafts and correspondingly higher 
masts. In such event, the restriction imposed by the fixed bridge would affect 
an increasing number of naval ships. 

8. In order to determine an acceptable vertical clearance for a fixed bridge 
at the location in question, the matter has been referred to the Chief of Naval 
Operations for decision. 

G. C. CRAWFORD. 


Marcu 5, 1957. 
Col. PARKER O. STUART, $ 
District Engineer, U.S. Corps of Engineers, 
Charleston, S.C. 

DeAR Str: About 20-0dd years ago, the U.S. Government dredged the Intra- 
coastal Waterway from Little River, S.C., to the Waccamaw River, S.C.; and, 
in accordance with Act No. 691 of the 1934 General Assembly of South Carolina, 
the South Carolina State Highway Department was authorized to agree with 
the Government to accept, maintain, rep'ace, and operate a combination railroad 
and highway movable bridge over the waterway at a point where State Route 
117 (now U.S. Route 501) and the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad cross the water- 
way between Conway and Myrtle Beach, S.C. The act also states that the State 
of South Carolina consents that the proposed drawbridge described above be 
constructed by the Government and that it may be designed so as to accommodate 
both rail and highway traflie, provided the design shall be subject to the ap- 
proval of the department and also that the said bridge shall be adequate in the 
judgment of the said department to accommodate all such State highways and 
county roads as may now or hereafter connect with the said bridge. 

Traffic over State highways has multiplied 4.8 times between 1934 and the 
present as evidenced by gasoline consumption, and between Myrtle Beach and 
Conway some 9 or 10 times on account of the development of Myrt'e Beach as 
a resort area and also on account of the establishment of the Myrtle Beach Air- 
base by the Air Force. The present two-lane highway between these two cities 
is inadequate, and the department has awarded construction contracts for the 
building of a four-lane bypass of the city of Conway, including a four-lane fixed 
high bridge over the Waccamaw River at Conway and a four-lane highway be- 
tween Conway and Myrtle Beach. The existing bridge over the Intracoastal 
Waterway on this highway has a 22-foot roadway for highway traffic and a single 
railroad track for A.C.L. Railroad trains, and it does not lend itself to widening 
toa 4lane highway bridge. Furthermore, it has only about 19 feet vertical 
clearance above mean flow water for boat traffic. This bridge is a single-leaf 
bascnle and opens about 4.000 times a year to pass such traffic. The opening of 
the bridge causes highway traffic to congest at the bridge ends while the bascule 
span is open for navigation traffic, and during the summer months the con- 
gestion frequently extends a half mile or so away from the ends of the bridge. 
The situation is such that the department is considering the construction of a 
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four-lane movable bridge immediately adjacent which would provide a vertical 
clearance when closed of about 40 feet. It is believed that the new bridge with 
such clearance would open only about one-fifth as often as the present bridge, 

The general assembly in 1934 recognized the likelihood of a traffic increase 
in the future as evidenced by the statement that the proposed bridge shall be 
adequate in the judgment of the State highway department to accommodate all 
such State highways and county roads as may now or hereafter connect with 
said bridge. It is also believed that the demand for a 4-lane highway bridge 
instead of only a 22-foot roadway by the department at the time of original 
construction would have been justified in compliance with Act No. 691 except 
for the economic loss to the Government in bearing the costs of a 4-lane struc- 
ture for some 20-odd years and before the actual need for such a structure 
developed. 

It is, therefore, believed reasonable to request the U.S. Government to partici- 
pate in the costs of the proposed 4-lane movable bridge and approach embank- 
ments to the extent of one-half of such costs, which is equivalent to widening 
the existing bridge to 4-lane width, less the costs involved in raising such incre. 
ment of the proposed new bridge from 19 foot vertical clearance to the proposed 
40-foot vertical clearance. 

Yours very truly, 
C. R. 
Chief Highway Commissioner. 


A RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF MYRTLE BEACH, 8.C,, 


CONCERNING Proposep New CLEARANCE BripGe Over THE INLAND WATERWAY ON 
U.S. Route 501, SEPTEMBER 2, 1958 


Strate or SoutH CAROLINA, 
City of Myrtle Beach: 

Whereas the South Carolina State Highway Department has proposed the 
construction of a 55-foot fixed bridge over the inland waterway on U.S. Route 
501, Horry County, S.C., and we understand the U.S. Corps of Engineers have 
refused their application for such 55-foot bridge ; and 

Whereas we understand that the U.S. Engineers require an 80-foot minimum 
vertical clearance bridge, and we believe such construction would be excessively 
costly ; and 

Whereas the construction of the new four-lane highway between Myrtle Beach 
and Conway (U.S. 501) is rapidly progressing and will be completed at an early 
date which, when completed, will cause a serious traffic bottleneck at the pres- 
ent drawbridge over the inland waterway and U.S. 501, and will greatly increase 
the traffic hazards at this point should the State highway department be forced 
to construct another movable span bridge as the only alternative to complying 
with the U.S. Engineers’ 80-foot minimum regulation, which would be very 
costly to maintain and would be a constant source of traffic tieups and delays 
when opened to permit passage of water craft, creating a very serious traffic 
problem ; and 

Whereas in order to meet the demands of through traffic and eliminate the 
serious bottleneck caused by the movable type bridge or drawbridge, a fixed 
bridge of reasonable height is the only practicable solution: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the major and City Council of Myrtle Beach and the citizens 
of this area feel it is vitally important that a new clearance bridge of fixed-type 
construction be started as early as practicable, and to this end we earnestly 
request that you consider working out a satisfactory compromise or arrange 
ment with the South Carolina State Highway Department, and that you give 
favorable consideration to the approval of a fixed span bridge that is eco- 


nomically feasible. 
RESOLUTION No. 3 


Whereas the U.S. Senate is enacting Senate Resolution 303, 85th Congress, 
has directed its Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to make a study 
of major transportation problems requiring public attention, including the area 
of Federal policy dealing with Government assistance provided the various forms 
of transportation and the desirability of a system of user charges to be as- 
sessed against those using such facilities ; and 
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Whereas the cost of providing navigational clearances in highway bridges 
is paid from Federal and State highway-user funds notwithstanding the fact 
that such clearances are provided for the sole benefit of waterway users; and 

Whereas available data show that only a very small percentage of vessels 
which navigate the inland and intracoastal waterways, including waterborne 
construction equipment that is used primarily for maintaining navigable chan- 
nels and harbor areas, require extreme navigational clearances ; 

Whereas additional data are needed to supplement the report es the Depart- 
ment of Commerce on “Navigational Clearance Requirements for Highway and 
Railroad Bridges,” published in 1955: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Southeastern Association of State Highway Officials in 
annual meeting assembled at Birmingham, Ala., this 2d of October 1958, 
respectfully urges the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. 
Senate, to make a comprehensive review of navigational clearances for highway 
bridges (1) to determine the steps which can be taken in the public interest to 
reduce existing requirements for extreme clearances; (2) to explore the pos- 
sibility of having the added cost of highway bridges, including the cost of 
maintaining and operating movable spans for the sole benefit of waterway traf- 
fic, paid by a user charge imposed on the waterway users or from funds ap- 
propriated to the Corps of Engineers for waterway improvements instead of 
Federal and State highway funds; and (3) to prohibit by law the requirement 
that special clearances be provided for floating construction equipment, es- 
pecially equipment used primarily in improving and maintaining navigable 
waterways and harbor areas; and be it further 

Resolved, That the State highway departments in this association are urged to 
submit factual data to said committee on this subject. 

Passed October 2, 1958, Birmingham, Ala. 

Signed 


Secretary-Treasurer. 


U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, CHARLESTON, 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, 
Customhouse, Charleston, S.C., July 2, 1957. 


AMENDMENT TO NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 


The notice of public hearing dated June 17, 1957, issued by this office regard- 
ing the proposed construction of a new highway bridge across the Atlantie 
Intracoastal Waterway (Little River to Winyah Bay, South Carolina section) 
adjacent to the existing combination (railway and highway) bascule bridge near 
Myrtle Beach, 8.C., stated that the proposed bridge will provide a horizontal 
opening of 120 feet, however, it will be noted that the bridge will only provide 4 
horizontal navigation opening of 90 feet normal to the channel. 

PARKER O. STUART, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, 


Washington, D.C., August 29, 1957. 
Hon. JOHN L. MCMILLAN, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Deak Mr. McMuan: Thank you for the added information concerning 
the bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway between Conway and Myrtle Beach, 
S.C. in your letter of August 22, 1957. 

I have written Congressman Rivers that the Navy will interpose no objection 
to the proposed bridge. In addition, you will be interested to know that we have 


a study underway to review specific naval requirements along the entire length 
of the waterway. 


I hope that the results of the review will be beneficial to both the bridge 


builders and the Navy. We shall, of course, notify all interested authorities 
of any significant results. 


Sincerely yours, 
ARLEIGH BURKE. 


56583—60-———3 
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Beaon, 8.C., April 12, 1960. 
Hon. L. 

Member of Congress, House Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 

After making a survey of all the yacht basins on the inland waterway in Horry 
County, 8.C., it is found that only 1 percent of all the traffic on the inland water- 
way will require a greater clearance than a 55-foot fixed span bridge. This 
1 percent represents traffic with oceangoing capabilities and only uses the 
inland waterway as an alternate route. U.S. Highway 501 between Myrtle 
Beach and all western points is very much hampered by one-way traffic over 
the present bridge. This request for a 55-foot fixed span bridge has been before 
the U.S. Engineers for several years without any decision being made to the 
South Carolina State Highway Department and it is felt generally in this area 
that such long delay is without justification. We urge that such laws be passed 
to enable highway departments in different States to proceed with long-planned 
projects that have been delayed on account of the question of clearance on inland 
waterways. 

W. E. CAMERON, 
Mayor, City of Myrtle Beach. 


[From State highway department, Columbia, S.C.] 
No Decision GIVEN YET AFTER 3 MonTHS WAIT ON WATERWAY BRIDGE PETITION 


The State highway department has still received no word from the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers concerning a petition to construct a parallel bridge over the Intra- 
coastal Waterway on U.S. Route 501 near Myrtle Beach, Chief Highway Com- 
missioner Claude R. McMillan said today. A hearing concerning the South 
Carolina petition and other related matters pertaining to minimum vertical 
clearances of bridges over the waterway was held April 8, nearly 3 months ago, 
in Jacksonville, Fla. 

Corps of Engineers regulations currently require that fixed-type bridges span- 
ning the waterway have minimum vertical clearances of 80 feet above mean 
high tide. The only alternative is construction of bridges including movable 
spans. Officials of South Carolina, Florida and other States have contended 
that this height requirement is excessive. ‘the April hearing, attended by 
representatives of highway departments, maritime shipping and towing com- 
panies and others, was held to determine what the minimum heights of bridges 
over the waterway should be. 

The South Carolina Highway Department has pending a petition for permis- 
sion to construct a fixed-type bridge over the waterway on U.S. Route 501 be- 
tween Myrtle Beach and Conway with a vertical clearance of 55 feet. This 
highway is being widened to four lanes between Conway and Myrtle Beach, 
and a parallel bridge of some type is necessary to carry the new lanes. Design 
of the bridge cannot be started or construction begun until the Corps of Engi- 
neers takes some action on the State's petition. 

Mr. MeMillan pointed out that heavy seasonal traffic makes the situation on 
Route 501 critical now, but that it will become more critical and hazardous 
when the new roadway on Route 501 is completed and opened to traffic later 
this year. Untila bridge is constructed, the four lanes of traffic will be required 
to cross the waterway on the existing two-lane bridge. 

The highway department’s objection to building a bridge with 80 feet of 
clearance stems from excessive cost and the additional hazard to traffic caused 
by the steeper, longer grade, Mr. McMillan said. He explained further that a 
movable span is not only expensive to build and maintain, but it also causes 
frequent tie-ups in highway traffic when it must be opened for water craft to pass. 

Bridge engineers estimate that 2 years will be required to design, build and 
get traffic on a bridge over the waterway and design work cannot be started 
until the Federal agency makes a decision on the vertical clearance to be re 
quired. Meanwhile, Mr. McMillan has appealed to motorists to drive with 
particular care in the area adjacent to the proposed bridge site. 


Mr. McMuxan. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and 
I could read it or submit it for the record and just answer any ques- 
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tions you and your committee may care to ask on this proposed 
legislation. 
r.Fatton. You do what you want to, Mr. McMillan. 

Mr. McMiruan. I believe I can just off the cuff tell you exactly 
what we want and submit the statement for the record and save time. 

Mr. Fatxon. That will be satisfactory to us. 

Mr. McMixtan. In 1957 I introduced a bill of this type requesting 
the Army Engineers to permit the State of South Carolina to con- 
struct a bridge on U.S. 501 across the inland waterway at Pine 
Island, S.C. We requested a 55-foot fixed level bridge. At the 

resent time we have a 19-foot clearance drawbridge—a single bridge. 

ince that time the State highway department has constructed a 
million-dollar bridge 12 miles below the proposed location for this 
bridge, across the Waccamaw River. 

Mr. Fation. Is that part of the waterway, Mr. McMillan? 

Mr. McMutan. No, sir. That is a navigable river. Boats used 
by the International Paper Co. and several other yacht owners, and 
lumber companies use the Waccamaw River rather than the inland 
waterway at this point. This is a fixed bridge and at times we have 
automobiles backed up from this single drawbridge 12 miles back 
into Conway, S.C., bumper to bumper, waiting to cross this single 
bridge. 

Mr. Fanon. What is the vertical clearance of that bridge ? 

Mr. McMintan. Of the new one? 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes. 

Mr. McMittan. I think it is around 40 feet. 

Mr. Farxion. How is the traffic on the river compared to that on the 
inland waterway ? 

Mr. McMurxan. The same traffic crosses both rivers. This is on a 
new dual highway from Myrtle Beach and connecting to U.S. 17. 
This is also the only direct route between the Myrtle Beach Airbase 
and the Shaw Field Airbase. This new proposed bridge would bene- 
fit the U.S. Air Force as much or more than any other group of people 
in the United States. Their heavy trucks at the present time are 
required to stop and wait sometimes for a half an hour or an hour 
for these little small yachts that go under this bridge, which must 
open when the boat has a mast more than 19 feet high. 

I received a wire from the Myrtle Beach mayor stating that during 
the past year they have made a check to find out the height of the 
masts and smokestacks of any yacht that ever passed through the 
inland waterway. It seems that of the thousands of small yachts 
that passed through the waterway there have only been two that ever 
had a mast more than 55 feet high. I think anyone on this committee 
would agree with me that anyone with a mast 55 feet high should be 
traveling on the ocean and not on the inland waterway. The ocean 
is parallel a mile from the waterway. , 

I hope the U.S. Engineers have had suflicient time to make a 
thorough study of this proposal during the past 2 years and can give 
us a favorable report today. I see General Itschner ‘here and I know 
he will certainly agree with us that something must be done at this 
point to correct the traffic bottleneck which exists there at the present 
time. 
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Here we have a brandnew dual highway similar to the Shirley High- 
way in Virginia, with exactly the same type of highway running into 
a single bridge that must open quite often for small craft. You can 
understand the kind of congestion we have at that point from this 
description. This is especially true in the summer months. Cer. 
tainly I can see no reason for the 85-foot fixed level bridge which is 
being proposed by the U.S. Army Engineers. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr Baldwin. 


Mr Baupwin. Mr. McMillan, is there any commercial boat traflic up | 


and down this channel ? 

Mr. McMiuttan. Yes, sir; small boats. 

Mr. Batpwin. You mentioned that of the yachts that were checked 
only two in a certain period exceeded 55 feet. 

Mr. McMittan. In 1 year. 

Mr. Batpwiy. What about commercial craft? Did any of those 
exceed 55 feet ? 

Mr. McMittan. No, sir; that was included in the survey check. 

Mr. Batpwrin. So the only two that exceeded it were not commer- 
cial craft, but pleasure yachts? 

Mr. McMitzan. Yes; I understand the modern yacht today has 
facilities to lower its smokestacks and masts. Just last year, as the 
chairman of the House District Committee, I was successful in get- 
ting a fixed bridge only 19 feet high approved across the Potomac 
River. I believe the U.S. Engineers approved those bridges, and we 
have just about as much or more commercial traffic on the Potomac 
River as we do on the inland waterway. 

Mr. Scuwence.. How deep is the channel, Congressman ? 

Mr. McMutayn. I think it is 12 feet. 

Mr. Scnwencex. Then you could not possibly envision that a com- 
mercial boat would be that high. It is strictly for pleasure boats. 

Mr. McMiutan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Do you have any ideas of what tonnage of traffic 
there is commercially ? 

Mr. McMiuzan. No, sir; I do not have that information. 

Mr. Scuwenceu. But the channel at that point is 12 feet? 

Mr. McMu1an. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuwence. And you are affected by the tides, I suppose, also. 
Twelve feet, I presume, is the lowest height. 

Mr. McMirian. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwencex. How much is the tide there? 

Mr. McMutay. I think about 5 feet. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Would this 55 feet be above the high tide? 

Mr. McMuxian. Yes, sir; that is what I understand. There is sup- 
posed to be that clearance at high tide. 

Mr. Scuwencet. So actually you would have 17 feet at high tide 


‘inthechannel? Seventeen feet of water? 


Mr. McMu1an. That is right. If it is true that they have a 5-foot 
tide. I think they have a 5-foot tide. I could not give you an official 
answer to that question. 


Mr. Fauion. I would judge the Army Engineers will be able to | 


answer that question. 
Mr. McMixan. Yes; I imagine that they will know. 
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I also have a statement from Mr. C. R. McMillan, president of the 
State Highway Commission of South Carolina, and the just immedi- 
ate past president of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, and recently president of the South Atlantic Engineers As- 
sociation. He states his organization has made a check and the re- 
sults proved the traffic on the inland waterway really does not require 
more than a 45-foot bridge clearance over the inland waterway. 

I understand several years ago that the engineers did approve a 55- 
foot bridge over the inland waterway at Miami, Fla., and that is where 
the State Highway Department of South Carolina got the idea of 55 
feet for this bridge. 

Mr. Fation. Your brother appeared here as president of the Ameri- 
ean Association of State Highway Officials. He appeared before this 
committee in reference to our regular Federal-aid highway legisla- 
tion this year, I believe. 

Mr. McMirtay. I know he is one of your greatest admirers. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. McMillan, is it not true that most of the com- 
mercial travel on the Intracoastal Highway is barges? 

Mr. McMituan. Yes, sir; I think most of the commerce that goes 
on this inland waterway is barge traffic. 

Mr. Mumma. And they do not have any masts on those barges. 

Mr. McMiuian. They have tugs pulling the majority of them— 
sometimes pulling as many as six and eight barges. 

Mr. Mumma. [ happen to have made a trip on that last Thanks- 
giving, and I do know that the latest model yachts, the big boats, 50 
feet and more, have an arrangement made whereby they can lower 
the masts. 

Mr. Smit. Does your yacht have that arrangement? 

Mr. Mumma. I left myself open for that. It was not my boat. But 
I did notice that we did not see anything except barges there. 

Mr. McMiuian. Yes; I think all of the barges have such arrange- 
ments if their equipment is too high to get under the highway bridges. 

Mr. Mumma. What is the lowest fixed bridge you know of on the 
Intracoastal Waterway ? 

Mr. McMittay. I do not know, but I think all of them have draw- 
bridges with 19 feet clearance which means they have to open for an 
ordinary little yacht. 

Mr. Mumma. I noticed some of them advertise on different days that 
they are closed certain hours of the day. 

Mr. McMitian. That is right. 

Mr. Mumma. And they are closed when the traffic is heaviest there. 

Mr. McMirian. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. And I believe boats trying to reach there will be held 
up. 
Mr. McMitian. It is the opinion of the highway engineers in m 
State and it seems to be the opinion of the South Atlantic Road Build- 
ers and Engineers that there will never be any reason for a yacht to 


_ pass through the inland waterway with a mast higher than 55 feet. 


Mr. Mumma. It seems plenty high to me. 
Mr. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Rosison. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Fatxon. Mr. Robison. 

Mr. Rostson. Is it your opinion, Mr. McMillan, that the delay you 
have experienced is in part due to the regulations under which the 
Army Engineers must now make their decision relative to this bridge! 

Mr. McMitxan. That is my opinion and it is the opinion of all the 
engineers who considered this problem. That is the reason why I am 
here today, to try to plead with you gentlemen to amend this act, 
because I feel that we are living and trying to operate in the horse- 
and-wagon age rather than the jet age in regard to this matter. 

Mr. Rogison. I understand the reason why you introduced H.R, 
8962 was to accomplish a change in this situation. 

Mr. McMitan. That is the reason, because I would like very much 
to see this antiquated act amended. I introduced the specific bill fora 
bridge in South Carolina specifically because I am especially interested 
in that bridge. However the bill that should be enacted is the one 
that you and I introduced. H.R. 7153 and H.R. 8962. 

Mr. Cuark. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter in front of me from the 


American Association of State Highway Officials, and in it they note 


as follows: This is from the 1960 policy statement of this asso- 
ciation referring to this subject: 


That navigational clearances provided at highway crossings over waterways 
should be based on the relative importance and volume of the present and 
future traffic and expense to the two forms of transportation for the particular 
location. Required clearances should be reasonable and should not be predicated 
upon unjustifiable possible future water transportation desires. 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to have this letter submitted for the 
record. 

Mr. Fatiton. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Subject: Hearing on H.R. 245, H.R. 1843, H.R. 7153, and H.R. 8962. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BUCKLEY: We are gratified to find that the House Public 
Works Committee is giving attention to and holding a hearing on navigational 
clearances as they affect highway crossings over waterways. 

This was a problem that was first drawn to the attention of the authorities by 
the American Association of State Highway Officials’ bridge committee and ex- 
ecutive committee in 1950. 


The following is a quotation from our 1960 policy statement referring to this © 


subject: 

“That navigational clearances provided at highway crossings over waterways 
should be based on the relative importance and volume of the present and future 
traffic and expense to the two forms of transportation for the particular loca- 
tion. Required clearances should be reasonable and should not be predicated 
upon unjustifiable possible future water transportation desires.” 

We have always felt that highway funds could be used to provide reasonable 
and justifiable navigational clearances but not excessive nor those predicated 
on future unrealistic requirements. 

We also feel that clearances should be predicated on an economic study of 


the benefits and costs to the various forms of transportation involved at the 


location. 

Inasmuch as this matter could involve large sums of money in the interstate 
program we would like to have the benefit of filing a statement for the record 
with your committee. 
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This is necessary by reason of the fact that we were not cognizant that hear- 
ings were to be held on this important subject in sufficient time to give oppor- 
tunity for an official of our group to appear and testify. 

Sincerely, 
A. E. Jounson, Erecutive Secretary. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question ? 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwry. Mr. McMillan, would you be able to give us an esti- 
mate as to the increased cost that would be required to build an 85- 
foot bridge as suggeeted by the Corps of Engineers as compared with 
the 55-foot bridge ? 

Mr. McMrian. That is one of the main objections made by the 
State Highway Department of South Carolina—the additional cost— 
when they can see no reason for the additional cost. We are not re- 

uesting the Federal Government to build the bridge. The only 
thing we want is permission to build the bridge high enough to take 
care of the water traffic, but not at an excessive height at the expense of 
the taxpayer in this country. 

Mr. Baupwin. Do you have any estimates as to what the compara- 
tive costs would be of the two different measures ? 

Mr. McMitian. No, sir; I do not have that in my papers. I am 
certain I can get it for the record and include it in the hearings, be- 
cause I know the Highway Department of South Carolina has the 
figures. I have just learned the additional cost would be approxi- 
mately $300,000. 

Mr. Fatton. Is this to be a toll bridge? 

Mr. McMitian. No, sir; we do not have toll bridges in South 
Carolina. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fation. Any questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you, Mr. McMillan. 

Mr. McMinzan. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to state that 
my reason for being here today is the fact that I believe I was one 
of the Members who voted for this 1946 Reorganization Act, and 
sometimes I am not too proud of that vote. However, I hope that 
the U.S. Engineers will go along with this proposed legislation and 
try to correct this situation that exists not only in my district, but 
throughout the entire United States. We are appropriating billions 
of dollars for this new superhighway program, and if we are going 
to let little pleasure yachts hold up the traffic every time these high- 
ways cross a navigable stream there is no reason for us to spend this 
money to expedite traffic. That is one of the reasons why I think my 
bill and Mr. Robison’s bill should be approved. 

If you cannot aprove a bill for the whole United States, though, 
approve the bill H.R. 1843, which deals with the one bridge in m 
area. However, I believe the act should be amended as Mr. Robison’s 
bill calls for. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Roptson. May I make a statement for the record? I think the 
testimony we have received from Mr. McMillan points up the need 
at least for the consideration of his bill, H.R. 8962, or the bill I 
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have introduced, H.R. 7153. If you would permit me, I would like 
to make a brief statement regarding my motives for introducing 
H.R. 7153. 

All of you here may remember that last year, when we were re- 
ceiving testimony relative to H.R. 5950 and other related bills hav- 
ing to do with the financial dilemma in which we then found ourselves 
with respect to the continuance of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
program, witnesses for the American Automobile Association and 
the American Association of State Highway Officials appeared be- 
fore us, and after addressing themselves to the immediate problem 
at hand, both referred to what they considered to be the need for 
early consideration of a measure which had then been introduced in 
the Senate by Senator Case of South Dakota, known as S. 1126, 
but for which no companion measure had as yet been introduced in 
the House. 

This, Mr. Chairman, was a bill that had been developed through 
the interagency cooperation of the several Federal agencies involved 
in determining the highway bridge clearance standards for struc- 
tures constructed or to be constructed over navigable waters, and it 
had special reference to the General Bridge Act of 1946. 

Speaking in a very general manner, and assuming that the need 
for such legislation will be further explored by the witnesses we will 
hear this morning, such draft bill would amend the aforesaid act 
so as to provide that future decisions as to the requirement for 
navigational clearances and provision for movable spans would be 
based upon the public interest instead of upon the economic needs 
of navigational interests only. It would, as I understand it, for the 
first time as a matter of law recognize the equal rights of all forms 
of surface transportation, as well as require the consideration of the 
economic effects upon all forms of surface transportation of any such 
decision. 

When this draft bill was presented in February 1959, it was asserted 
that such a revision in existing Jaw would make possible substantial 
savings in the sums now being spent to build bridges solely for the 
use of water transport. Whether or not this is so I do not know, but 
in view of the obvious fact that the Interstate System program is 
now moving ahead, more or less on schedule, and so many lar 
structures are or will be involved, it seems quite obvious that this 
committee must explore every possibility for the construction thereof 
in the most thrifty manner possible in order that we may successfully 
complete this greatest of all engineering projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress etter the Highway Act of 1956 
was adopted. Therefore, I do not share with many of you in the 
responsibility for justifying the decision to embark upon the attempt 
to fulfill the great dream therein expressed. However, I do share 
with all of you the responsibility for doing everything within our 

ower to take such steps from now on as will make that possible. 
F dessbniss that what is proposed by this legislation will amount to 
some major changes in longstanding policy. I have no desire to open 
up any Pandora’s box which will add to the economic or legislative 
headaches we already face. Nevertheless, I do feel, as I have felt for 
some time, that this Congress has a rather shaky hold on the tail of 
a rather large and potentially dangerous bear in attempting to steer 
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this highway program of ours to a successful conclusion. It there- 
fore behooves us, I believe, to give full consideration to every measure 
which may be proposed that wor help us in doing so. 

Accordingly, I introduced H.R. 7153 in the House last year as a 
companion measure to S. 1126 of Senator Case. Needless to say, 
I have no pride of authorship, since the original bill was drafted 
by the Department of Commerce, rather than by myself. I, for my 
part, am willing and ready to consider any and all appropriate 
amendments after I have had the benefit of the testimon of such 
witnesses as we may now hear, and I look forward eagerly to such 
additional testimony as a means for guiding us in such action as we 
may eventually determine to take. 

I might also say, since I know this proposal will undoubtedly bring 
up objections and questions from the commercial as well as the private 
waterway people, that I have no ax to grind because while I never had 
a yacht, along with Mr. Mumma here, I did some years ago have a 
small sailboat, and I am presently a member of the Ithaca, N.Y., 
Yacht Club, and also of the U.S. Power Squadron. So, naturally, 
[am aware because of that of the need to protect the navigational in- 
terests of the country both commercial hr recreational, as well as of 
our need to consider the economic effect on all types of transportation 
in the decision we may make here. 

Mr. Fation. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Fauion. The prepared statement of Congressman McMillan 
will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, members of the House Public Works Committee, I am appear- 
ing today in support of H.R. 1843, H.R. 7153, and H.R. 8962. During the 85th 
Congress I introduced a bill requesting that the State of South Carolina be per- 
mitted to build a 55-foot fixed level bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway at 
Pine Island. 

I fully realize that the Congress passed the 1946 Reorganization Act which 
gave the U.S. Engineers authority to prescribe regulations as to building bridges 
over navigable waters. I had an opportunity to introduce and have Congress 
enact several bills to erect bridges across navigable waters in my district be- 
fore the Reorganization Act and Congress always acted promptly and we did 
not suffer on account of unusual delay as has been the case in connection with 
the proposed bridge across the Intracoastal Waterway in my district. I was a 
Member of Congress when the Reorganization Act was passed and during the 
past 14 years, this is the first time I have had an opportunity to test out the 
worthiness of this act in connection with any project in my congressional 
district. 

The U.S. Engineers held a public hearing on June 17, 1957, and all Govern- 
ment agencies, the National Yacht Organization, and hundreds of other people 
in organizations were notified of the hearing. There was no one testifying at 
the hearing who opposed a 55-foot fixed level bridge; however, I understand 
that sometime after the hearing, there were statements filed by certain yacht 
organizations opposing the proposed fixed bridge. 

I personally have had an opportunity to view practically every type of yacht 
that has used the Intracoastal Waterway since it was constructed and not once 
have I ever known a yacht or any type of boat to pass through the Intracoastal 
Waterway with a mast, smokestack, or radio antenna higher than 55 feet. J 
fact, the majority of the modern boats have smokestacks, antennae, and other 
instruments that can be lowered to go under almost any type of bridge. 

I understand the U.S. Engineers approved a 55-foot bridge across the inland 
waterway in the vicinity of Miami, Fla. 

I am placing in the record a letter from Admiral Burke, Chief of Naval Op- 
erations, stating that he interposes no objection to a 55-foot fixed level bridge 
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over the Intracoastal Waterway. I am certain that any boat that required a 
mast, smokestack, or any other fixture over 55-feet should use the ocean rather 
than the Intracoastal Waterway. 

I personally know that quite often automobiles are backed up at least 12 
miles, bumper to bumper, waiting to cross the single-lane, low-level drawbridge 
on U.S. 501. It is necessary for this bridge to open every time a small yacht 
passes under the bridge since it has a clearance of only approximately 19 feet 
at high water; however, with the 55-foot fixed level bridge, yachts using the 
Intracoastal Waterway at the present time could pass under the bridge without 
experiencing any difficulty. 

The U.S. Engineers requested an opportunity to make a thorough study and 
reevaluate the possibility of changing the present regulations concerning bridges 
over navigable waters. The U.S. Engineers were supposed to submit a report 
of their study during September 1959; however, up until the present time I have 
not been able to get a copy of their report. 

I am also requesting to have inserted in the record a copy of a letter ad- 
dressed to the U.S. district engineer, Charleston, 8.C., from Claude R. McMillan, 
who is chief highway commissioner for the State of South Carolina, and at 
that time was president of the South Atlantic Roadbuilders Association, presi- 
dent of the American Road Builders Association and former chief highway 
engineer for the State of South Carolina. This letter contains resolutions 
adapted by the above-named organizations when they met at Birmingham, Ala.,, 
on the 2d day of October 1958. I am also requesting permission to insert in 
the record a resolution adopted by the mayor and city council of Myrtle Beach, 
S.C., in support of this proposed legislation. 

We know that the bridges over all navigable waters are being built at the 
expense of the motorists who are using the highways and at no cost whatsoever 
to the yacht owners who utilize the Intracoastal Waterway for pleasure. 

The proposed bridge is on U.S. 501 which directly connects Shaw Air Force 
Base and the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base in South Carolina. We all know 
that an 85-foot fixed level bridge would not be desirable in connection with 
the use of large military trucks and other vehicles connected with the two 
airbases. 

The extra fine dual highway similar to the Shirley Highway in Virginia is 
almost made useless because of the fact that all traffic has to narrow down to 
one line of traffic in order to cross the small drawbridge in use at the present 
time. I understand the traffic has increased from 5 to 10 times the amount 
it was when the original bridge was erected on U.S. 501 across the Intracoastal 
Waterway at Pine Island. 

Mr. Chairman, I am of the opinion that the U.S. Engineers have had ample 
time to make a thorough survey of the Intracoastal Waterway bridge require- 
ments as it has been more than 2 years since I introduced my first bill to correct 
the traffic bottleneck and hazard on U.S. 501 located in my district. 

I do hope that the U.S. Engineers will approve this project and if they insist 
on requiring the State of South Carolina to erect an unnecessary 85-foot fixed 
level bridge over the small stream such as the Intracoastal Waterway, I trust 
your committee will override their objections and report one of my bills to the 
floor of the House for consideration at an early date. 


Mr. Fauion. Our next witness is General Itschner, Chief of Army 
Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. EMERSON C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. LOREN W. OLMSTEAD, DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; ROBERT J. 
KENNEDY, OPERATIONS DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


General Irscuner. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. General, on behalf of the committee I am certainly 
very happy to have you this morning, as always. ‘ 

sine Irscuner. Thank you, sir. I am very pleased to have this 
opportunity of testifying before this distinguished committee. 
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On June 11, 1957, the State of South Carolina applied for approval 
of plans for a 55-foot fixed bridge across the Intracoastal Waterway at 
Myrtle Beach, S.C. A public hearing was held in July 1957. Many 
objections were received against the bridge on the grounds that it 
would unreasonably obstruct navigation. It was recognized that the 
vertical clearance to be provided by the fixed bridge was of great im- 
portance to navigation interests, to highway interests and to the 
economy of the entire contiguous area of the Atlantic seaboard, and 
any decision based on findings with respect to this case would be un- 
fair to all interests. 

The Bureau of Public Roads urged a complete review of the stand- 
ard bridge clearance if the individual application could not be 
approved. 

Further, the South Carolina State highway engineer, in the letter 
of application of June 11, 1957, requested that the Intracoastal Water- 
way clearance requirements be restudied, and that the South Carolina 
application be the basis for such study. Accordingly, it was deter- 
mined that a detailed study should be made of the entire Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway to determine whether any modification of the 
established 80-foot standard vertical clearance was justified. 

A preliminary study was completed last summer. On the basis of 

the available evidence I indicated in public notice of September 9, 
1958, that I did not consider that any change in the present standard 
clearance of 80 feet was justified. However, I directed that the 
study be continued (@) to obtain additional detailed data to support 
or modify the statistical information that had been used in the eco- 
nomic analysis; and, (4) to supplement the considerable research 
already accomplished toward objective evaluation of the public 
interest involved. 
- The highway departments were requested to furnish additional in- 
formation on the location of programed bridges, estimates on when 
construction could be expected, and comments on the relative econom- 
ies of fixed and movable bridges at the locations. The survey of water 
eraft commenced in November 1958 was continued over a full year to 
cover seasonal variations. This survey identified the craft actually 
utilizing the waterway at carefully selected locations by the incre- 
ments of height used in the economic analysis. 

One of these points at which the survey was made on the height 
of all vessels me that es throughout the entire year happened 
to be Myrtle Beach. I shall give you a summary of that information. 

A total of 4,521 vessels passed that point during this 12-month 
period. Of this number, 93 vessels had masts or other obstructions 
above 55 feet, 32 of these vessels had a height of 65 feet or over. Most 
of these were sailboats. 

The number of sailboats with masts over 55 feet during that year 
was 76. The number of sailboats with masts over 65 feet were 26. 
However, there were three commercial fishing boats that had masts 
higher than 55 feet. None with masts over 65 feet. 

There were seven dredges with parts of the dredge extending above 
55 feet, and of these four dredges had masts extending above 65 feet, 
or with parts of the dredge extending above 65 feet. 

There was other construction equipment with parts of equipment 
extending between 55 feet and 65 feet. 
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We have received a letter from the Department of the Navy that 
they fee] in the interests of national defense that the Navy requires 
a clearance of 65 feet vertically on the Intracoastal Waterway from 
Norfolk to Beaufort Inlet, which is north of Myrtle Beach, and 61 
feet vertical clearance from Beaufort Inlet to Miami. The Myrtle 
nanan Bridge would cross the Intracoastal Waterway in this latter 
reach. 

Of course, we recognize that there is no use in having a vertical 
clearance of 61 feet in part of this waterway, and 65 feet in the other, 
as far as general navigation is concerned, because of the fact that 
the limitation of 61 feet on the southern end would mean any traffic 
coming from the New York area or north of Beaufort Inlet, for that 
matter, with masts between 61 and 65 feet would not be able to get 
through the bridges south of that point. 

The point has tiie made that we have approved the construction of 
a bridge near Miami with a vertical clearance of 55 feet. That is true 
and the bridge has been constructed. It is in place today. It is not 
a movable bridge. Therefore the 55-foot clearance is a limitation 
of traffic in that area. However, that was done with a full apprecia- 
tion of the consequences, because there is an alternative route for 
traffic and traffic can go out into the Atlantic Ocean at Fort Lauder- 
dale, Fla., and come back in again at Miami, and be out in the ocean 
only 24 miles; whereas if traffic went out into the ocean in order to by 
pass the proposed Myrtle Beach Bridge with a 55-foot vertical clear- 
ance they would have to be out in the ocean a total distance of 94 miles. 
That is a very long distance and the conditions of the water in that 
reach of the Atlantic Ocean are much worse than farther south in 
Miami. We have much better weather on an average in the southern 
part than we do in the northern part. 

So we feel that the approval of this bill, or the enactment of this 
bill, with a vertical clearance of 55 feet established for the bridge at 
Myrtle Beach, would be a very serious obstruction to navigation and 
would make the entire Intracoastal Waterway along the Atlantic 
coast from New York City on down to Miami a waterway which 
would have in effect just a 55-foot vertical clearance, and that in the 
face of the Department of the Navy’s objection to a bridge with any- 
thing under 61-foot vertical clearance in this reach. 

e have this very complete study now, which was just received in 
my office last week. I have not yet had a chance to review it, but I 
would like to read to you the conclusions and recommendations made 
by the district engineer and division engineer. They are not neces- 
sarily the recommendations that we will make after review, but I 
think that they do cast some light on the problem, and also indicate 
a possible intermediate solution to this problem because the present 
clearance required at Myrtle Beach is 80 feet, based on our normal 
practice. These are the conclusions in the report. 

Neither the demand of navigation that the 80-foot standard be 
retained, nor the demand of the highway interests that the standard 
be reduced to 55 feet, is supported by the composite result of the year’s 
log, the specialized study with respect to menhaden fishing boats, the 
University of Michigan report on sailboats having to do with the 
feasibility of hinging the masts so that they can get underneath 
bridges, and the economic analysis. 
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The position taken by the i dictates a minimum standard of 
65 feet in the reach between Norfolk, Va., and Beaufort Inlet, N.C., 
and 61 feet between Beaufort Inlet, N.C., and Port Everglades, Fla. 
The results of the economic analysis together with the unevaluated 
intangibles and the present and potential value of the Intracoastal 
Waterway indicate clearly that the overall national interests can best 
be met by the establishment of a 65-foot standard for the entire reach 
between Norfolk, Va., and Port Everglades, Fla. 

Here is the recommendation of the division engineer and the district 
engineer, and the committee that made this study : 

The committee recommends that the minimum permissible vertical clearance 
or fixed bridges across the Atlantic intracoastal Waterway between Norfolk, Va., 
and Port Everglades, Fla., be changed from 80 feet to 65 feet above mean high 
water. 

That, Mr. Chairman, completes my statement and I would be very 
happy to answer any questions here. 

Mr. Fauion. General, do you know anything about the cost of the 
different heights, for example, 55 feet as compared with 65 feet ? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; we have some information on that 
subject. These estimates were obtained from the State highway de- 
partment, I believe, sir, or highway interests. Possibly the Bureau 
of Public Roads. I might say we have submitted a copy of this 
report to the Bureau of Public Toate, and they have cooperated with 
us during the entire time that this report has been prepared: and 
they have pestiipated with us in the measurement of the masts of 
these vessels in order to try to come to a proper solution. We have 
not had a proper opportunity yet to obtain their views on this report 
because they just got it in the early part of this week. We just re- 
ceived it last week. 

In order to answer your specific question, Mr. Chairman, the Myrtle 
Beach Bridge with a 55-foot vertical clearance, as proposed by the 
bill, is estimated to cost $680,000. With a 65-foot vertical clearance 
it would cost $995,000. Both of those figures are for a fixed bridge. 

If we had a movable bascule bridge with a 40-foot vertical clear- 
ance in the closed position, then obviously in the open position it would 
accommodate any height of mast. The cost would be $940,000. How- 
ever, with that type of bridge we would have the objection that traffic 
would be interrupted on the highway when it was in the raised 
position. | 

Mr. Fatton. General, a letter this morning filed as part of the rec- 
ord by Mr. McMillan stated that the Chief of Naval Operations 
would not interfere or object to a 55-foot fixed bridge. 

General IrscunNer. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter dated Februa 
4, 1960, from the Office of Chief of Naval Operations stating as fol- 
lows—the subject is the vertical clearance requirements of the Atlan- 
tic Intracoastal Waterway : 


1. By reference (a)— 
which refers to a certain message— 


the Chief of Naval Operations stated the revised minimum vertical clearance re- 
quirements for fixed bridge crossings over the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway 
from Norfolk, Va., to Miami, Fla. The Navy position with respect to these 
Joseenpen vertical clearance requirements is formalized as requested by ref- 
rence (b)— 
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which is our letter of January 29, 1960, as follows: 


(a) Norfolk to Beaufort Inlet, 65 feet. (0b) Beaufort Inlet to Miami, 61 feet. 
(c) The Navy must continue to be permitted to evaluate all bridge construc- 
tion proposals in relation to specific area naval requirements. 

2. The previous Navy requirements for the Atlantic Intracostal Waterway 
from Norfolk to Miami as promulgated by reference (c) are hereby canceled 
and superseded by the criteria herein stated. 

It is signed by H. A.—it looks like R-e-n-k-e-n—by direction. 

The reference (c) referred to is a Chief of Naval Operations letter 
of February 4, 1958, and that is the one that is rescinded by this letter. 

Mr. Fauton. They have done the same thing the Army Engineers 
have done except they have revised their height up and you have 
gone down with yours. : 

General Irscuner. Yes; in this report we are recommending a 65- 
foot fixed vertical clearance instead of the 80 feet that has been in 
effect heretofore. That was based upon a very careful economic analy- 
sis. The method of making that economic analysis was complete y 
concurred in by the Bureau of Public Roads. It was prepared wit 
their assistance just as the measurement of the vessels was prepared 
with their assistance. I am not able to say they concur in our con- 
clusions or recommendations. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. It just struck me, General, that around Myrtle Beach, 
would there be maybe one or two of those high sailboats that go back- 
wards and forwards, and that would be counted every time it went 
backwards and forwards? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; I do not think that actually occurred, 
although it is a possibility, of course. The reason why [I say no is 
because we have the names and photographs of all these vessels that 
have high masts, and we know that that is not the case, sir. The 
reason why it is not is because almost all of this highmasted sailboat 
traffic is from the vicinity of Long Island Sound in the north down 
to Miami for the winter season, and for the races, and what not. 

Mr. Mumma. The relative cost of the different heights was given. 
You have one factor that you studied, the underwater foundations. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. And the piers are pretty close 
to the same size. The main difference actually comes in the length of 
highway that has to be built to get over this bridge. That is the main 
cause of the increase. It is very substantial when the approaches are 
in a builtup area. 

Mr. Mumma. What would the spacing approximately be of the 
middle piers where the ships would go under itt 

General Itscuner. 90 feet. 

Mr. Mumma. Would that be a truss-type bridge? 

General Irscuner. You could very easily construct a girder bridge 
in that case. It would not be a truss bridge, I feel sure. 

Mr. Mumma. Would it bea girder bridge? 

General Irscuner. I would say it would be. 

; Mr. Pa, That is pretty near the maximum length, though; 
isn't 1t 

General Irscuner. Well, it is pretty long; yes, sir. They have 
built them much longer. It would certainly not be a truss bridge. 
That I know. 
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Mr. Scuwencev. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. ScuweEnce.. General, if either H.R. 7153 or H.R. 8962 is passed, 
it affects what the minimum heights are on the Mississippi River now; 
is that right ? 

General IrscHNer. It would not affect the heights on the Mississippi 
River because that is another and separate problem and a separate 
study is being made of it at this time. But it would affect the height 
on all of the other bridges on the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Scuwencex. The minimum requirement now on the Mississippi 
River in our area is 63 feet. 

General IrscHNer. That is correct. 

_ Mr. Scuwence.. Are you about to reach a decision today on new 
bridges? 

General IrscuNner. We are well on with our study and we hope to 
have a recommendation soon on that problem. The situation is a 
little different on the Mississippi River, of course, because on the Mis- 
sissippi River almost all of the traffic is commercial traffic, and very 
little, if any of it, is sailboats. At least for any length on the Missis- 
sippi River. 

r, Scuwencet. But this legislation does not affect that? 
General Irscuner. No, sir. 

Mr. Smrrn. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirx. The proposed general bill by Mr. McMillan and Mr. 
Robison, would that not have some effect on the general authority of 
the Corps of Engineers in navigable streams to make decisions about 
bridge heights ? 

General Irscuner. Sir, you are speaking on H.R. 7153 and H.R. 
8962, which would amend the General Bridge Act of 1946? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

General Irscuner. Actually they do not change anything that we 
are not doing today. We are going through these processes of eco- 
nomic evaluation. We are coordinating our work with the Bureau of 
Public Roads. This legislation would put in statutory language what 
we are doing. I am a little concerned, though, that the way that the 
bill is written it would require an economic analysis of every bridge. 

Let us take as an example all of the other bridges along the Intra- 
coastal Waterway. After we have established a certain minimum 
clearance, it appears to me that it would be unnecessary to make an 
economic analysis once those clearances have been established and. ac- 
cepted, regardless of what they are. 

r. Smitu. In other words, if you had 65 feet, would you still 
have to make the economic analysis if you had an existing bri 
which could not be replaced but which more or less met the standard ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

If I may comment a little more on this? Would you like to have 
me comment a little more on these other bills? 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. The bills would amend section 502 of the Gen- 
eral Bridge Act of 1946 and essentially would place in statutory lan- 
guage the administrative practices and procedures being followed now 
by the Department of the Army. If it is determined by the Con- 
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gress that the objectives of these bills cannot be achieved administra- 
tively, the Department of the Army would interpose no objection £ 
to the enactment of the bill. 


It is estimated that the studies proposed and hearings and reports < 
in connection therewith would involve expenditures totaling approxi- “2 
mately $200,000 over a period of about 3 years following enactment. sg 

In addition, each economic analysis of a particular bridge, the num- 
ber of which cannot be determined at this time, would cost about PC 
$10,000. The Corps of Engineers is continually striving to keep its ‘nt 
practices and procedures in step with the times. Among the more ae 
significant administrative actions it has taken in this connection are one 
the following: 
Strengthening of public hearing procedures to develop the greatest . fe 
value from the public record, to place emphasis on a factual and I 
public discussion of controversial issues, and to establish whenever re 
possible the effect of any point of issue in terms of costs and benefits; r 
The use of economic analyses to aid in measuring reasonable and oul 
proper bridge clearances and the economic impact of such clearances “om 
on land and water traffic; 10 
| The preparations of findings of fact to be attached to and made a r 
4 part of, every instrument of approval of bridge plans in order that ( 
g all may know the basis of this decision ; "he 
¥ The review of standard bridge clearances, revision whenever nec- thr 
«: essary, and the extension of the present system to cover as far as a 
+ practical and necessary all navigable waters of the United States. 7 
4 The review of regulations to govern the operation of pic iden 7 
- to insure that a bridge owner is familiar with the law giving the Th 
ti Army authority to prescribe such regulations as the public interests Hew 
r? neneite. That refers to hours of opening, for instance. ( 
i! ften when we see a bridge situation is bad from the standpoint rere 


of the highway users we will suggest that the regulations be modified h 
so that that bridge cannot be opened during the rush hours of traffic. 


: Finally, in advance approval of plans of bridges over designated 
reaches of navigable waters eliminating the necessity for submitting “ 
plans for such bridges. 
That, Mr. Chairman, completes my statement. wat 
Mr. Fation. General, we have another bill here, H.R. 245, auth- we 
orizing the city of Madison, IIl., to maintain, operate, and construct | 
toll bridges across the Mississippi River. Are you prepared to com- | C 
ment on that? | 
General Irscuner. Yes, sir; I can say very simply we have no ob- her 
jection to that bill. We have no objection to that bill. ae 


Mr. Fation. You have no objection to it? | 
General Irscuner. No objection. | 


Mr. Are there any questions on my right? | 

Mr. Hull. | 

Mr. Huut. I would like to ask General Itschner one or two ques- G 
tions. 

General Itschner, if the ocean is merely a short distance, as I tax 
understand it, from the Intracoastal Waterway, why cannot the — tax, 
dredges and sailboats use the ocean rather than the Intracoastal J 
Waterway? pret 

Foneret IrscHnerR. Now, they can in good weather, but to go out a 


for a distance of 94 miles without a harbor in which they can seek 
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refuge, for a smal] boat would be quite dangerous at the very times 
of the year when that waterway is used the most for long-distance 
traffic, that is, in the late fall and in the late spring. That is a very 
dangerous stretch of water in the Atlantic along the North Carolina 
and South Carolina coast, as you know, being worse in North Carolina. 

Mr. Hutz. How far is the Gulf Stream from Myrtle Beach, ap- 
te 

General Irscrner. I cannot tell you, sir. It is out quite a distance 
in that area. 

Mr. Huw. If I remember correctly, there were 4,300-plus vessels 
that used the Intracoastal Waterway, and of that 4,300, 93 would be 
above 55 feet in height, and 32 above 65 feet. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hvutx. And they were primarily pleasure boats. 

General Irscnnrr. Most of them were. Some of them were dredges 
and fishing boats, but most of them, and in fact out of the 93, 76 were 
sailboats and out of the 32 about 26 were sailboats. Those two num- 
bers are additive there. I mean by that that 93 had masts over 55 
feet, and out of those 32 had masts over 65 feet. 

Mr. Hutu. Were the other vessels dredges? 

General Irscuner. I can tell you what they were, sir. They were 
three commercial fishing boats that had masts over 55 feet. There was 
one other commercial boat that had a mast over 65 feet. There were 
two Government boats that had a mast or obstruction over 55 feet. 
I suspect that they were work vessels of some sort. 

There was one Government vessel with an obstruction over 65 feet. 
There were seven commercial dredges that had a height of over 55 
feet, of which four had heights of over 65 feet. There were four other 
non-Government pieces of construction equipment that had heights of 
over 55 feet, but none over 65 feet. 

Mr. Hutu. General, am I correct in assuming that these pleasure 
craft and these vessels that use the Intracoastal Waterway pay no 
sort of a tax for using it ? 

General Irscuner. Well, they do not pay any tolls for using the 
waterway. Of course, they pay tax in the form of property tax and 
so on, just like anything else. 

Mr. Hutt. I understand that, but as far as using the waterway is 
concerned, the same as they pay on the St. Lawrence Seaway ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; there are no tolls on any Federal water- 


ways. 

mr, Hutz. And the cost is borne by the States and the vehicle 
users 

General Irscuner. Well, 90 percent, I believe, of the State high- 
way costs are paid for by the Federal Government also. That is what 
this is, I believe. . 

Mr. Hutu. The vehicle users still pay for that ? 

General Irscuner. These people that use gasoline for boats pay a 
tax just the same as those who use gasoline on highways pay a 
tax. 

Mr. Huu. Percentagewise there are very few boats in the overall 
picture that have the necessity of requiring a higher bridge. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. In making this economic 
analysis, though, Mr. Hull, I would like to point out we tried to take 
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into account all of the different economic factors involved, including 
such little things as the cost of propelling an automobile up to this 
additional height to get it over the bridge, and the cost of the delays 
while automobile traffic is waiting, and every other factor involved, 
Then we weighed that against the hindrance to navigation and tried 
to come up with a fair economic analysis. 

As I say, the Bureau of Public Roads agrees with the method. The 
may not agree with the results or the figures, but we have not ha 
time yet to check that with them. However, we are hopeful we can 
come to an agreement with them in this matter of overall clearances 
on the Intracoastal Waterway, and when we are able to do that we 
might have a little firmer figure to give you than this tentative figure of 
65 feet, or 61 feet. Of course, those are figures given to us by the 
Navy, and I believe that the Bureau of Public Roads is quite willing 
to accept what the Navy says is necessary for the national defense. 

Mr. Hutu. I am very stupid in this thing and that is why I may be 
asking a few questions. I have never owned a yacht, although I wish 
I did own one. Do they have the right-of-way whenever they want 
to go under one of these bridges? Is that the reason why they hold 
up traflic? I think Mr. McMillan’s testimony said traffic has been 
held up so that it backed up over 12 miles. 

a McMiutan. In the summertime the automobiles backed up 12 
miles. 

Mr. Hutu. Do these vessels have the right-of-way as to the closing 
of the bridge whenever they happen to come up ? 

General Irscuner. That depends on the regulations under which 
the bridge was licensed. That is the point I was making a short time 
ago—that if there is any situation that requires, in the interests of land 
traffic, that a bridge not be opened for certain hours, or not be 
opened too frequently, then we are very sympathetic to looking into a 
situation like that and many bridges are under certain regulations 
which would permit land traffic to pass either at intervals, or with- 
out any hindrance during the hours when traffic is at its greatest. 

Mr. Hutz. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Rosison. If the gentleman will yield, would not a specific 
example of that apply here to the bridges in Washington ? 

General IrscuHner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roritson. These movable spans are only open to vessels at cer- 
tain hours, I understand. 

General Irscuner. These bridges in Washington, of course, are not 
open very frequently. Very, very few times are they open anyway, so 
the problem has not been too acute here. We do have closed periods 
during the rush hours morning and evening. New Orleans is a good 
example of that, where there is a tremendous amount of traffic 
over a movable bridge down in that area, and we have regulated the 
use of that bridge much to the detriment of commercial navigation 
too, because it cannot go through except under certain circumstances. 
There are intervals in which the bridge is closed by regulation, and 
intervals during which it can be opened, regulating not only the time 
of the day, but how frequently it can be opened. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any questions on my right? Any other 
questions, Mr. Baldwin ? 
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Mr. Batpwin. General, if I understand your comments on this. 

meral bill, H.R. 7153 and H.R. 8962, your testimony on that boils 

own to the fact that this bill simply places in legal form the admin- 
istrative procedures which the Corps of Engineers are actually now 
functioning under; is that correct ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. There might be one modifica- 
tion of that, and that is that this bill might require us to make 
economic analyses at times when standards have been approved, such 
as would be the case on the Intracoastal Waterway. Therefore it 
would be unnecessary to make an economic analysis of every additional 
bridge that goes across-the Intracoastal Waterway. I think that 
would be a waste of effort and funds. But aside from that one reserva- 
tion we have, we are now doing everything that this bill provides 
for us to do by law. 

Mr. Rosison. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Batpwin. yield. 

Mr. Rostson. General, in commenting on the statement you just 
made, we have a section-by-section analysis of the general bill here 
before us, and with respect to the fears that you have expressed about 
a new requirement being created to review existing clearances, that 
section-by-section analysis says this, and I quote from pages 6 and 7 
on the section-by-section analysis prepared by the Department of 
Commerce : 

This section is intended to place a statutory responsibility upon the Secretary 
of the Army for such a review. No such statutory responsibility now exists. 
Recent experiences demonstrate that such reviews would result in having bridge 
operating regulations keep abreast with other changes in the transportation 
economy, and that substantial sums can be saved through reduced operating 
requirements on movable span bridges that are being opened for accommoda- 
tion of watercraft at only infrequent intervals. Conversely, where increased 
navigational activities on previously unused waterways indicate that frequent 
bridge openings are economically justified, such reviews would indicate the 
need for regular attendants existing on movable bridges where there are no 
attendants or only part-time attendants. 

I am not sure you were able to follow that, General. It was on page 
7 in the section-by-section analysis, apparently prepared by the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

My question would be, Do you not see any value in having such 
periodical reviews from time to time ? 

General IrscHner. We have no objection whatsoever to section 2, 
which provides for those periodic reviews. We do that now as an 
administrative procedure. We think that such periodic reviews are 
very valuable, and that is the very reason why we are making this 
study which I have just discussed with you on the Intracoastal Water- 
way, and the very reason why we have now in process the one study 
on the Mississippi River and there is another one on the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway, and another one on the Missouri River. So we 
do make these studies now, and we feel it is desirable that they do be 
made. 

Mr. Roptson. Maybe I misunderstood your earlier comments. 
This was not the section you were objecting to? 

General Irscuner. It is not the one I was concerned about, but I 
am concerned about having to make an economic analysis of every 
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bridge constructed over a waterway for which a standard has been 
determined. That would be wasteful of funds. 

In other words, section 2, which you discussed, provides for a 

riodic review of the entire waterways. I believe that is very de- 
sirable, but I do think it would be a waste of effort and funds, after 

ou have established a standard as a result of that period review, to 
tien to make an economic analysis for every bridge for which a per- 
mit was requested. I was afraid this bill might be so interpreted. 

Mr. Cramer. What was the clearance of the Intracoastal Water- 
way’ Ido not remember the statement on that. 

General Irscurner. The Intracoastal Waterway now has a vertical 
clearance of 80 feet. 

Mr. Cramer. 80 feet ? 

General Irscuner. And this report recommended its reduction to 
65 feet as desired by the Chief of Naval Operations, for the northern 
section at least. The bridge that is being proposed would have a ver- 
tical clearance of 55 feet. 

Mr. Cramer. Which bridge? Do you mean on the Intracoastal 
Waterway 

Sreseel Irscuner. At Myrtle Beach. The Myrtle Beach Bridge. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, I know that. 

General Irscuner. That would be the same as establishing a 55- 
foot vertical clearance for the entire waterway. I am sure if this 
obstruction were put in we would have to conclude that that was the 
desire of Congress, unless there were other factors, such as parts in 
channels open to deep-sea navigation. We would have to, from that 
time on, approve permits on the basis of 55 feet vertical clearance. 

Mr. Cramer. Didn’t you say you had just completed a bridge 
clearance fixing on the Intracoastal Waterway ? 

General IrscuNner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. At 65 feet ? 

General Irscuner. We have completed a very extensive study just 
now in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads, and it is too 
new yet to have had a chance to study it in our office. The Bureau of 
Public Roads has not had an opportunity to study it yet, but we hope 
to come to some agreement. 

Mr. Cramer. What presently is the minimum clearance on the 
waterway ¢ 

General IrscuNner. What is it now ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

General Irscrner. 80 feet vertical clearance. 

: me Cramer. And there are no clearances of Jess than that at this 
time 

General Irscuner. I will modify that by saying in Miami, yes. In 
Miami there is a bridge that has been constructed very recently that 
has a 55-foot vertical clearance in a fixed bridge. But that was done 
with the full recognition of the consequences, because there is an alter- 
native route there that requires going out into the ocean for only 24 
miles between Fort Lauderdale and Miami. 

Mr. Cramer. That is the new causeway ? 

General Irscuner. Yes. That is the new causeway. 

Mr. Cramer. Then this bill would have the effect of reducing the 
‘minimum clearances to 65 feet ? 
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General Irscuner. No. The Myrtle Beach bill would reduce it to. 
55 feet. 

Mr. Cramer. And your recommendation is? 

General Irscuner. Yes. Our recommendation would be for 65 feet, 
probably. We have not had a chance to study it completely yet, but 
the division and district engineers’ recommendation is definitely 65 
feet, whereas the Myrtle Beach bill would reduce it to 55 feet. 

Mr. Cramer. You say you have not had time to consider it in detail. 
You mean with respect to the Myrtle Beach Bridge 

General Irscuner. No,sir. With regard to this study. 

Mr. Cramer. The general study ? 

General IrscHNeER. Which is quite comprehensive and has a great 
many figures in there. We have glanced through it just this week be- 
cause we have had it only 3 days now. We can find nothing wrong 
with it yet, but we want to study it carefully, and also to discuss it 
with the Bureau of Public Roads people. 

Mr. Cramer. You realize from the correspondence you have gotten 
that this is quite a controversial subject along the Intracoastal Water- 
way and with the users thereof. You have received many letters and 
telegrams and otherwise been contacted when it was first announced 
that there was a study being made. Is that not correct ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We have had many, many letters from 
navigation interests. We have had a large volume of communications 
from the State highway departments and people interested on the 
land side. We have tried to make an objective study and have come 
up with a recommendation which would result in the decision which 
would be the best for all. 

Mr. Cramer. The point I am making is, if we make a decision on 
Myrtle Beach today, is that going in any way to influence or hamper 
the decision with regard to the fixing of the bridge clearances through- 
out the Intracoastal Waterway route in the future as a result of this 
study, which clearance is presently 80 feet ? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Cramer, if the legislation were enacted into 
law I think very definitely it would influence our decision on the entire 
Intracoastal Waterway. It is my own opinion that to establish a 
55-foot vertical clearance would be very harmful to navigation. We 
must consider not only how much we have today, but how much we 
are going to have in future years. 

The only real difficulty to land transportation by having a 65-foot 
vertical clearance bridge instead of a 55-foot vertical clearance bridge 
would be the very, very slight additional amount of gasoline it would 
take, which would be negligible, really, to get over such a bridge, as 
compared to going across on the flat, It would result in additional 
costs, which we recognize, in the cost of the bridge. We feel that the 
additional cost is not very great. It is extremely small when it is 

rorated over a 50-year economic life of the project, and we think it 
1s well worth the additional cost to raise this bridge from 55 feet to 
65 feet in order to preserve for navigation the right to use this water- 
way which has been constructed at considerable expense to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Cramer. Is the result of fixing this at the height you have sug- 
gested, 65 feet, going to be that it will tie your hands in consideration 
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of the general study and bringing about reductions from, let us say, 
80 feet to 65 feet ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, it would, because if we have this par- 
ticular bridge at 55-foot vertical clearance there is no point in hay- 
ing the rest of the Intracoastal Waterway at 65-foot vertical clear- 
ance, because this is in one of the worst reaches, if not the worst reach, 
of the entire Intracoastal Waterway, because it is 94 miles between 
points of egress into the Atlantic Ocean. 

Mr. Cramer. Have you an alternative route in this area? 

General Irscuner. There is no alternative route except to go out 
into the ocean. 

Mr. Cramer. An alternative safe route? 

General ItscHneEr. No, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. I think you still do not get the point I was trying 
to make with respect to the present 80 feet minimum and, as you 
say, if this were fixed at 55 feet as requested in the bill it would re- 
duce present minimum clearances along the waterway from 80 feet 
to 55 feet. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Mr, Cramer. If we accept your recommendations at 65 feet are we 
not then at the same time reducing present clearances so far as this 
study is concerned, and tying our hands so far as settling the general 
question is concerned, and so far as it is settling administratively the 
general question at this time on this bill by reducing it from 80 feet 
to 65 feet if the committee should decide that 65 feet is the proper 
clearance to be applied? — 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. It would. But, of course, 
we would be hopeful of getting our administrative study in agree- 
ment with the Bureau of Public Roads before the bill would be 
enacted. 

Mr. Cramer. You mean with regard to clearance along the entire 
Intracoastal Waterway ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. When do you contemplate that decision would be 
made? 

General Irscuner. I believe that certainly we in the Corps of En- 
gineers would be ready to discuss this matter with the Bureau of 
Public Roads within 2 weeks. I cannot answer for them as to just 
how long they would take. 

Mr. Cramer. You said you have had this report just a few days? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We got it last week. I saw it for 
the first time this morning. 

Mr. Cramer. As a result of your review of the report this morn- 
ing, is it your opinion your recommendation might be 65 feet rather 
than 80 feet ? : 

General Irscuner. I would feel rather strongly it will be 65 feet 
unless there are some factors we have not yet discovered in the re- 
port. It seems to be on a very sound basis. There are pages of cal- 
culations here, economic calculations, which I think are quite sound. 
I would like to have somebody review those to make sure they are. 

Mr. Cramer. I have no desire at all to hold up the gentleman’s 
bill in any way, or in any way to indicate I am not wholeheartedly 
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in favor of settling this question, because I realize it needs to be set- 
tled, but when the settling of this question is in effect going to settle 
at the same time the broader question of clearances along the entire 
Intracoastal Waterway, I would like to ask the general’s opinion as 
to whether he feels we would be acting prematurely on this bill at 
this time in view of the study still underway. 

I would like to ask, if that were the conclusion, could you give us a 
definite date when you would be prepared to make a report on the 

neral question, and as it affects this bill, without the design of 
folding up the bill at all, other than for the period necessary. 

General Ivscuner. I would like to say, Mr. Cramer, we in the Corps 
of Engineers regret greatly this has been delayed this long. I recog- 
nize Mr. McMillan’s great desire to have this expedited. 

Mr. Cramer. I am not being critical of it. 

General Irscuner. I want to say it though, because I recognize his 
great desire to have this bill reported as soon as possible because of the 

eat need of that bridge in that area. Iam sure it is very great. But 
Taaliove we can be prepared to testify again, and I would hope that 
we have the Bureau of Public Roads concurrence by that time, or at 
least their views, within 1 month. 

Mr. Cramer. One month ? 

General Irsctiner. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, at that time we would be in a posi- 
tion to make a decision on the entire waterway question, or at least be 
advised of what your decision is with respect thereto? 

General IrscHner. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Because you have the power to make that decision. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. And the Bureau of Public Roads, in conjunction with 

ou 

General Irscuner. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. And at that time we could then decide in this specific 
instance as to whether this bridge should be authorized and at what 
height it would fit into the general pattern ? 

General Irscuner. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. And you said that could be done within a month ? 

General Irscuner. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. The reason why I am concerned, obviously, is because 
Florida is one of the States which, just as the gentleman’s State, has 
a great deal of interest in the Intracoastal Waterway. Even at the 
time when it was initially announced that there was going to be a 
study to consider bridge clearances, which implied a possible reduction, 
of course, we got hundreds of wires and letters, some from the users, 
principally objecting to any consideration of any reduction. 

I do not say they are right, but I just say that is an indication of 
how controversial the question is. Now, it may be that 65 feet is the 
proper answer, but it appears to me by acting on this bill we are tying 
our hands and tying your hands so far as your considering this re- 
port on the merits. Isn’t that correct ? 

General Ivscuner. I think that istrue. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. The gentleman from South Carolina testified he 
would prefer the general approach and would like to see the general] 
question settled, if it were possible to get it settled, 

Mr, Cramer. I appreciate that. Could I ask the gentleman, if it is 
all right with the chairman / 

Mr. McMiuan. I am sorry the gentleman from Florida was not 
present when I made my statement. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. Iam sorry also. 

Mr. McMuuxan. I said I preferred Mr. Robison’s bill to my bill 
or in preference to the single bridge bill. Of course, if we cannot get 
the overall bill I would like to have the single one. 

Mr. Cramer. The gentleman has an immediate problem and I am 
sympathetic to it. I have similar problems, and I would like to get it 
settled as soon as I can, but I wonder if the gentleman would object 
to the committee delaying action on this until the general has had an 
opportunity to come in with his report along with the Bureau of 
Public Roads, with the understanding that they would agree to come 
up with a report within 30 days on which we could make an intelligent 
decision on this overall question as well as on your bill. 

I see Mr. Armstrong here, the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, and he could probably inform us with respect to that. 

Mr. McMiuttan. Certainly I would have no objection to the general 
coming up with his report in 30 days. 

Mr. Smiru. Of course, in view of the mechanics of this legislative 
operation, if we were to pass the bill in the form of an amendment 
at 65 feet it probably would not meet the strong parliamentary objec- 
tions raised and we would be inclined to go along with that to the 
extent of relieving the situation there. I think we can take it up 
when Mr. Armstrong testifies. 

Are there any further questions of General Itschner at this time? 

Mr. Rosison. Yes. I am not sure what position the Chair will 
take. We have the specific bill of Mr. McMillan and later on Mr. 
Price’s bill. Mr. Cramer indicated that perhaps we ought to act on 
them separately. Then we also have under consideration the general 
bills for the general approach, which is my bill, H.R.7153, and Mr. 
MeMillan’s bill, H.R. 8962. 

Mr. Smiru. With relation to action today, the chairman of the 
subcommittee, Mr. Fallon, said that there are several other witnesses 
on the general bill he wants to be heard before the subcommittee acts 
on them, and they obviously cannot be heard today. So I do not 
think there is any possibility we could act on these general bills. In 
relation to a no controversial bill, which the Price bill seems to be, 
we could act on that. Mr. Armstrong of the Bureau of Public Roads 
is here and we can discuss that bill, but I do not think there is any 
possibility of completing the hearing on the general bill now. 

Mr. Rostson. That is my point. I would like to ask a few more 
gestions of General Itschner, addressing myself to the general bills, 
or ask them of some other witness of the Corps of Engineers. If you 
would prefer, I will withhold that and we can take care of the other 
witnesses today. 

Mr. Smiru. ii depends on the convenience of General Itschner. He 
may not be able to come back here when we resume the hearings, so 
if you want to ask him the questions directly, go ahead. 
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Mr. Rostson. I will make it very brief then. Thank you. General, 
under the paren law you are required to make your decisions in 
approving. ridge plans in such a way as to “protect the interests of 
public navigation.” Is that right? 

General Irscirner. Yes. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogison. That law apparently was an outgrowth of the early 
American years when navigable waterways were the chief arteries of 
transportation we had. Is that a safe presumption? 

General Irscuner. Yes. I am sure that is correct. 

Mr. Rosrson. Then if I understand what you have been telling 
us, it would be this: You people have been basing your decisions in 
these cases not on the way the law is written but in the best possible 
way you can to balance off the economic needs of all forms of trans- 
portation. Is that right? 

General Irscuner. That is right. That is correct, sir. We inter- 

ret the law to require us to determine whether a structure—whether it 
is a bridge, or a pier, or whatever it may be—is an unreasonable ob- 
struction to navigation. The word “unreasonable” comes in there 
and that is the basis for our looking into the economics of the obstruc- 
tion that is created by a bridge. 

Mr. Rosison. Then you do not feel your decisions are overbalanced 
in favor of navigation because of the language of the law under which 
you now operate / 

General Irscuner. No, sir, I do not; and I might say many of the 
structures we approve are compromises. We do make an economic 
analysis, and it is a rather extensive one, of all bridges, where there 
is any question about the economics of a higher bridge verses a lower 
bridge, or a movable bridge against a fixed bridge. 

Mr. Rostson. Then I have one final question. When the draft bill 
was submitted by the Secretary of Commerce to this Congress, in the 
covering letter the Secretary of Commerce states that adoption of the 
bill would result in savings of millions of dollars annually without 
unduly affecting waterway transportation. 

I gather you would not bie as optimistic a view of the savings that 
would result from this legislation as would the Secretary of Commerce. 

General Irscuner. I do not believe with our present procedures 
there would be any saving because we do work very closely with the 
Bureau of Public Roads in making these economic analyses, and be- 
fore we approve a bridge permit where there is any question about the 
economics involved. So I do not think it would save any money. 

Mr, Rogzison. But the bill would bring the law into conformity 
with existing practices. Is that right? 

General Irscuner. Exactly, sir. As I said, we do not really object 
to the law because we think it is just placing in statutory language 
what has now become an administrative procedure, but by the same 
token we feel that the law is unnecessary. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much, General Itschner. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Off the am 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Saurru. In view of the fact that there is going to be a rollcall 
vote in the House shortly after we meet, I think it is obvious we will 
not be able to hear all of the other listed witnesses on this general bill 
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and so I think we will try to conclude with hearing Mr. Price in 
relation to his bill and also Mr. Armstrong in relation to the two local 
bills. Mr. Price, if we could have a very brief statement from you we 
might be able to approve the bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Price. Thank you, sir. I will make it as brief as possible under 
those conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in support of my own bill, H.R. 245, 
which would authorize the city of Madison, IIl., to maintain, operate, 
and construct a toll bridge or toll bridges across the Mississippi River 
in the vicinity of Madison and the St. Louis area. 

In this instance it is difficult for me to understand the position of 
the Department of Commerce, which I understand has reported ad- 
versely on this bill, because in all contacts I have had with the De- 

artment in connection with the construction of two toll-free highway 

ridges across the Mississippi River in the same area, they have com- 
pletely and consistently stated the position that these bridges would 
in no way interfere with existing bridge facilities across the river in 
the St. Louis area. 

They have consistently stated the need for further bridge construc- 
tion in that area to meet the existing and impending traflic count be- 
tween the Illinois side and the Missouri side in the St. Louis area. 
They have also stated in conversations with me that there are a num- 
ber of bridges that are still needed in that area in addition to the two 
free interstate highway bridges, one to the north and one to the south 
of the St. Louis area, in which they are participating with the State 
of Illinois and the State of Missouri, and have stated that there would 
be, in addition to these two bridges, a need for further bridge con- 
struction to meet the traffic load in the immediate future. 

In the correspondence that I have had from them they have specif- 
ically stated that they do not consider the present bridge facilities in 
the area to be adequate, nor would it be adequate even after the con- 
struction of these two toll-free bridges. 

The reason why it would not be feasible to construct this present 
bridge, which is considered in H.R. 245, under the General Bridge 
Act is that the present structure there now is only a two-lane bridge, 
and this bridge is not suitable for expansion to increase it to four lanes. 
The new structure covered in this bill is what you might call a bridge 
for return traffic, so it would give them two lanes going and two lanes 
coming. It is one project. 

It would still be a one-bridge operation and the finances would 
necessarily have to be tied into one operation. That is the reason for 
the necessity for a special bridge act in this case, and I hope that the 
committee will give this their favorable consideration. I would like to 
leave a prepared statement for the record. 

Mr. Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Price. Without objection your pre- 
pared statement will be made a part of the record at this point. 
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(The prepared statement of Mr. Price is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, BEFORE THE SUBCOM- 
MITTEE ON ROADS OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS IN SUPPORT OF 
H.R. 245, AUTHORIZING THE City OF MapiIson, ILL., To MAINTAIN, OPERATE, 
AND ConstTrRucT BripGes ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request the subcommittee, notwithstanding an 
adverse report from the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, to 
give its approval to H.R, 245. 

It is difficult for me, in this instance, to understand the position of the De- 
partment inasmuch as in all contacts I have had with the Bureau of Public 
Roads, in reference to the bridge situation in the St. Louis area, it has de- 
fended the construction of two new interstate highway free bridges to take care 
of what it considered the contemplated heavy traffic load. The Illinois and the 
Missouri State Departments of Highways have justified the construction of 
these two free bridges on the basis of existing and future needs, and in public 
hearings they have beaten down opposition of every community on the Illinois 
side of that area to the projected interstate highway bridges with the argu- 
ments that they would in no way interfere with the present bridge systems 
between the Illinois and Missouri side. They have consistently argued that ad- 
ditional bridges are needed even after the construction of two interstate high- 
way bridges. 

My bill would authorize the construction of a return traffic bridge paralleling 
the existing Chain of Rocks structure, which is operated by the city of Madi- 
son, Ill., and which, by traffic count, has been held to be inadequate to meet 
its needs because it provides for only single lane traffic each way. The bridge 
which would be authorized under this bill would make the existing structure 
two lane one way and two lane the other. In my opinion, it is one and the same 
project and requires a special authorization in order to continue to hold it as 
one bridge project and to permit the city of Madison to adequately finance its 
bridge operation. 

In the light of the facts involved, I sincerely believe that this bill should be 
approved. I think that there is ample evidence supporting the need for the 
structure provided for in this bill. I would also like to reiterate to the com- 
mittee that the position taken by the Bureau of Public Roads and the Highway 
Departments of the States of Illinois and Missouri also indicates that even 
after the construction of the two interstate highway bridges and the con- 
struction of this return traffic bridge provided for in this bill, the projected 
traffic count in the area would call for eventual construction of other bridges. 


Mr. Smirn. Are there any questions on my right ? 

Mr. Briarntik. I have two minor questions. I am sympathetic with 
the gentleman and the project. Mr. Price, what is the total cost of 
the bridge? What is the estimated cost? 

Mr. Price. This present bridge is in the neighborhood of $5 million. 

Mr. Briarnix. It is a two-lane bridge which would be anticipated 
to be used for one-way traffic? 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

Mr. Buatnix. Is the other two-lane bridge also a toll bridge ? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Biarnik. So these bridges would both be toll, both coming 
and going? 

Mr. Price. Yes. All the bridges in the St. Louis area at the pres- 
ent time are toll bridges. One of them is operated by the city of 
Madison, Ill., and a toll bridge is in operation at Alton, TIll., and the 
city of Venice, Ill., and the city of East:St. Louis and the city of St. 
Louis. .Then there is a very famous bridge, the Eads Bridge, the first 
bridge across the Mississippi River, which is still a toll bridge. 

Mr, Smiru. Haven't they finished paying that off yet ? 
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Mr. Price. They still operate it as a toll bridge and it is stil] 
bringing in very considerable revenues. It is very reasonable, the 
tolls averaging 15 cents. 

This bridge is further north and since it is a two-lane bridge it 
does not get the heavy traffic that the bridges at East St. Louis get, 
but it is in the 25-cent toll area. 

Mr. Buiarnix. Will the bond propositions be submitted for vote 
by the people subsequent to the passage of this congressional auth- 
orization? Is that the procedure ? 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

Mr. Buatnix. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smirn. Any questions on my left ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I ask just one question, Mr. Chairman? Do 
I understand this is purely an authorization and that the cost of con- 
struction would be raised by bonds? Is that correct? 


Mr. Price. That is right. It would be a revenue bond operation, — 
Mr. Batpwin. So the Federal Government would not have any — 


money invested in it ? 


Mr. Price. It would not participate in any way. It isa local revenue | 


bond operation. 

Mr. Biarnik. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Baupwin. Yes. 

Mr. Biatnrk. Will these bridges connect any Interstate highway 
roads, or only primary roads? 

Mr. Price. At the present time it does. It takes some of the traffic 
from Route U.S. 66 and U.S. 70, and tries to attract some from 
U.S. 40, but the new Interstate System is rerouting these routes and 
it will take the bulk of the through traffic on these roads. However, 
the traffic count in the area indicates that regardless of the rerout- 
ing of the Federal highways through the area, that this and they say 
rea or three other bridges are required in the future to handle the 
trafic. 

Mr. Buatnrk. That would be largely your local traffic though? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Buatrnrk. On Highway 40 and other interstate routes that 
across the river, those are toll-free bridges that carry the traffic, 
that correct ? 


Mr. Price. They are all on Highway 40 in our area going across | 


toll bridges at the present time. The planning would take Highway 


40 through East St. Louis and over the new proposed interstate 


highway 
r. BLATNIK. t would be a free bridge ? 
Mr. Price. Yes. 


Mr. Buiarnixk. The great bulk of this traffic on this proposed bridge — 


is local traffic and local traffic needs are to be taken care of with it. 
Mr. Price. Yes. 
: ~ ary How far would this bridge be from the nearest free 
ri 
Mr. Price. These bridges are all within 114 and 2 miles from each 
other. This particular bridge from the nearest free bridge you mean! 
. 1% Batpwin. Yes. You mentioned that a free bridge would be 
uilt. 
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Mr. Price. It will be in the vicinity. There will be two of them 
within 5 miles of each other, one north and one south in the St. Louis 
area. 

Mr. Batpwin. But the city of Madison has taken some engineering 
traffic counts which satisfy them that they would be able to pay this 
off from tolls? 

Mr. Price. Yes. Of course, that is a decision that still has to be 
reached, even after authorization, because they will not be able to sell 
their bonds unless they indicate that. I might state the local com- 
munities there have all ag osed the Interstate System bridges under 
the assumption it would affect the revenue from these toll bridges. 

However, the Department of Commerce itself, the Bureau of Public 
Roads, the Highwa Departments of the States of Illinois and Mis- 
souri, insisted it will not adversely affect the toll bridges and that in 
addition to what they now have they are going to need farther bridges 
in the area. 

So they have defended their position in —— and beat down 
the opposition of the local communities to the two free bridges say- 
ing that this will not adversely affect the toll bridges or anticipated 
tol bridges in the area, 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr, Smirn. Thank you very much, Mr. Price. Mr. Armstrong, 
because of the time limit I hope it is possible for you to stick more 
or less to the local bills that Mr. McMillan and Mr. Price brought up. 


STATEMENT OF ELLIS L. ARMSTRONG, COMMISSIONER; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY ERIC L. ERICKSON, CHIEF, BRIDGE DIVISION, OFFICE 
OF ENGINEERING, AND OTHERS, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


, “7 ArmstronG. Yes, sir. Which would you like me to discuss 
rst 

Mr. Smiru. Whichever one you think you can finish first. 

Mr. Armstrone. Let us discuss H.R. 1843. Mr. Chairman, we do 
not have a prepared statement but you have the views of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce in the letter to you, or rather to Chairman Buckley, 
which letter is dated September 23, 1959. This points out that the 
Department would not fave enactment of this bill. That is based 
primarily on the fact that we feel existing legislation takes care of 
the particular problem and that there are suitable means of construct- 
ing bridges over navigable waters under the provisions of the General 
Bridge Act of 1946. ‘To depart and to make a piece of special legis- 
lation, in our opinion, would be an undesirable precedent. as it would 
bypass administrative arrangements that have already been provided 
by Congress. 

Briefly, that is our position, and it is based solely on the suitable 
means being available and is not concerned with the merits of the 
particular projects involved. 

Mr. Smrrn. Are there any questions about that particular bridge? 

Mr. Batpwin. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me ask you this question. There was testimony 
by General Itschner that was really in favor of deferring a month or 
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so before the committee gave any consideration to H.R. 1843, in which 
time he hoped that the Bureau of Public Roads and Corps of Engi- 
neers could agree on a permanent policy on the whole waterway. Sir, 
do you feel also from your standpeit you could arrive at such an 
agreement within that 1-month period ? 

Mr. Armsrrone. We have just received the report and it will take 
quite a bit of study. Certainly in a month’s time we can agree on our 
position. Whether or not we can come to agreement with the Corps 
of Engineers, I would rather hesitate to say until we have reviewed 
the detailed report. 

In general we think that the general approach is good, although 
try may be question on some of the details we want to explore with 
them. 

Mr. Cramer. May I ask a question? According to your report you 
indicate that the General Bridge Act of 1946 is sufficient and that spe- 
cial congressional action on individual bills for individual bridges is 
not necessary, and you object to the precedent that this might set. 

Are you familiar with any other legislation on other bridges of a 
similar nature that has been passed by the Congress ? 

Mr. Armstrrona. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. There have been some other bills that have been passed. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Armsrrone. Yes. That is true. For example, the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge in Washington and the Roosevelt Bridge. 

Mr. Cramer. It is an unusual procedure, though. That is the point 
you are making. 

Mr. Armsrrone. Yes. Yes. And where there are means of han- 
dling these things, we see danger in making special cases out of them. 

Mr. Cramer. Has your Department been requested to approve this 
bridge previously ? 

Mr. Armstrong. You mean—— 

Mr. Cramer. The McMillan bridge bill, H.R. 1843, the one across 
the Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Armstronc. Not to my knowledge, no. Mr. Erickson, the 
Chief of our Bridge Division. 

Mr. Ertcxson. We have not been requested to approve this. We 
have been working with the Highway Department of South Carolina, 

Mr. Cramer. That iswhatImean. Yes. 

Mr. Erickson. With the view of getting the lowest clearance con- 
sistent with reasonable navigation requirements. 

Mr. Cramer. That at this time would be 80 feet as the present policy, 
would it not? 

Mr. Ertcxson. No. What we did, and what the effect of our work 
has been, is in connection with this study that General Itschner talked 
about here a few minutes ago, and that study has now been completed. 
Mr. Armstrong says we are not in a position to say here this morning 
that we can agree with the 65-foot figure. However, the basis upon 
which this report was prepared is something they did discuss with us 
and we are in agreement as to the method that they used in making 
this report. 

Mr. Cramer. As I understand it, in order for the bridge to be ap- 
proved, it requires the approval of the Bureau of Public Roads and 
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the approval of the Army Engineers before the city could go forward 
with it. Isthat correct 

Mr. Erickson. But the Army Engineers are required to approve 
the—— 

Mr. Cramer. The clearance. 

Mr. Erickson. The clearances and the building of the bridge before 
we can take any action. 

Mr. Cramer. That is correct. That is what I say. And is it on a 
Federal-aid road that that is involved ? 

Mr. Erickson. This was to be a Federal-aid project. 

Mr. McMitian. It is 501. 

Mr. Cramer. So it requires State approval and Army Engineers 
approval and the Bureau of Public Roads approval of the State’s 
actions. 

Mr. Armstronec. Yes, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. And what I am asking is, has this been unduly delayed, 
and what is the reason for the bill being here ? 

Mr. Erickson. It has been delayed. It has taken a long time. I 
know that the South Carolina Highway Department has been very im- 
patient about it, and rightfully so. 

Mr. ArmstrronG. This brought up this whole problem of the Intra- 
coastal Waterway, as | know you appreciate. It has taken a long time 
to consummate the studies that the Corps of Engineers have under- 
way. 
Me, Cramer. But the point I am making is this: If in fact there 
has been an unreasonable delay, then I think this committee should 
probably take cognizance of that fact. ’ 

The next question is how should we do so. Should it be by the enact- 
ment of this bill, which is an unusual procedure, or should it be 
by insisting that the Bureau of Public Roads and Army Engineers 
get together with the State and work this out in this 30-day period in 
which the general indicated they could complete their work on the 
study. 

Could you people in the Bureau of Public Roads complete your work 
in that 30-day period and make a report to the committee on it ? 

Mr. Armsrrone. Certainly we can complete our review. The only 
uestion I might have is whether we can come to an agreement wit 
the Corps of Engineers in that time. 

Mr. Cramer. I understand you have substantial agreement with 
them. Would you indicate to the committee basically what the dif- 
ferences in views are and what the issues are? 

Mr. Armsrrone. It would be the clearance of 55 feet as against 65 
feet. Before we would state our position on those two—— 

Mr. Cramer. I am not asking you for your position, but what the 
basic issue is. It means additional cost possibly to the Bureau of 
Public Roads, does it not ? 

Mr. Armsrrone. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. That is your position on it? 

Mr. Armsrrona. Yes. 

Mr. Erickson. Weare concerned with cost. 


Mr. Smrru. Could we have a statement about H.R. 245, Mr. Arm- 
strong. 
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Mr. Armsrrone. Yes, sir. Our position on this bill, H.R. 245, is 
outlined as the position of the Department of Commerce in the letter 
to Chairman Buckley of March 21, 1960, and as pointed out in the letter 
we would not favor enactment of the pending bill. 

We do not question the need for an additional bridge across the 
Mississippi River in the vicinity of the existing bridge, or in the 
vicinity of the city of Madison. The present bridge, as was pointed 
out, is now inadequate for the existing volume of traflic, but the States 
of Illinois and Missouri cooperated in the study for the location of the 
interstate bridge which is in the general area of the existing bridge. 
We think that the existing bridge is not of high enough standard to 
become a part of or to be worked into the Interstate System. 

The toll-free bridge to be built as a part of the Interstate System in 
this area could be handled under the existing legislation of the Gen- 
eral Bridge Act of 1946 so that there would not be any additional 
legislation needed authorizing such action by the highway depart- 
ments. 

The estimated traffic needs do not justify the construction of two 
additional bridges in the vicinity of the existing crossing. The fact 
that a free bridge is to be constructed in the area where the pendin 
bill would authorize construction of additional toll facilities woul 
further indicate, perhaps, the undesirability of the proposed legisla- 
tion. 

The presence of a new free bridge undoubtedly would have an ad- 
verse effect on the financial stability of a nearby toll bridge or bridges. 
Such a study of the location of the bridge on the Interstate System 
route is now being conducted and is well underway. Certainly there 
is the desirability of cooperation between the two States and the city 
of Madison in Illinois in finalizing the plans, and enactment of this 
bill we think would tend to impede consultations and negotiations in 


arriving at this final decision; that is, the decision on the Interstate | 


System bridge. 

Mr. Smrru. Do you presume that your ideas about the traffic count, 
and so forth, woud: have an effect? If this authority were granted do 
you think that the local authorities would be able to handle the neces- 
sary bond issues, and so forth ? 

Mr. Armstrone. There would be an effect on the revenues with the 
pending interstate bridge. 


As indicated, the studies are underway and they are hoping prob- — 


ably to get into final designs in about a year, and construction some 
time afterward. That, no doubt, would have an effect on their prob- 
lem of floating bonds for the new bridge. 

Mr. Smirn. Any questions? 

Mr. Cramer. How far from the present location of the present 
bridge is the proposed new interstate bridge ? 

Mr. Armstrone. It is just a short distance. I have a map here. 
Just a few hundred feet, actually. 

Mr. Cramer. This bridge, then, is it on the present interstate loca- 
tion, or what has been the interstate location ? 

Mr. Armstrone. You mean the present toll bridge? 

Mr. Cramer. The present bdige that they want to parallel. 

Mr. Armstrona. It is in the general location of the interstate cor- 
ridor through there, but the bridge itself is not on the Interstate Sy 
tem. 
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Mr. Cramer. It is on the Federal-aid system ? 

Mr. Ertcxson. It is on the Federal-aid system. Yes. 

Mr. Armstronea. It is on a primary route that goes across the river 
there. 

Mr. Cramer. Is it presently adequate to handle traffic today ? 

Mr. Armstrona. No, sir, it isnot. I think we are agreed on that. 

Mr. Cramer. Have you studied the bond issue provisions of the bill, 
such as the incorporating of the old issue on the old bridge into the 
new issue of the new bridge? 

Mr. Armstrong. I that to Mr. Erickson. 

Mr. Erickson. That has been considered. Yes. And that is the 
reason why we have in the department letter to Chairman Buckley 
that the effect of the interstate crossing which is now being planned and 
for which an Army permit has been granted—and in fact it was just 

nted here last week—that that would have an adverse effect on the 
ability of the city to finance it. 

Mr. Cramer. And reduce the traffic. 

Mr. Erickson. And it would reduce the traffic on the toll facility. 

Mr. Cramer. In your opinion would a new bridge being built under 
those circumstances be justified at this present Tocation, that is, a 
parallel bridge ? 

Mr. Ertckson. As provided for in the act? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Erickson. We donot think so. No. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Have you already definitely fixed the route for this 
new proposed Interstate System bridge ¢ 

Mr. Erickson. Yes, sir. The crossing has been definitely estab- 
lished and construction plans are now being prepared. 

Mr, Batpwin. Would you give us as accurately as possible the exact 
distance between this route and the proposed location of the bridge? 

Mr. Erickson. I cannot give it to you in the exact number of feet. 
I do not have that data with me, but I have a map here with me, 
however. 

Mr. Batpwin. Are we talking about 600 feet, or 1,000 feet ? 

Mr. Erickson. It is somewhere in the vicinity of four or five hun- 
dred feet. 

‘wr Batpwin. Four or five hundred feet? Not any more than 
that 

Mr. Erickson. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. Are you familiar generally with this type of legis- 
lation? There are a lot of descriptive features here as to the power 
to deal, and the incorporating of the old bond issue with the new 
bond issue, and so forth. 

Mr. Armstrona. Yes. 

Mr, Cramer. Is there anything unusual about this bill or anything 
that is different from other bills of a similar nature? 

Mr. Armstrona. No. Not particularly. 
aan aa Your report then is in opposition to the enactment of 

e bi 

Mr. Armstrong. Yes. That is true. 

Mr. Smrru. Thank you, Mr. Armstrong. 
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Mr. Cramer. Do you know to what extent or how close they are to 
coming to paying off the bonds on the present bridge? 

Mr. Armstrong. I do not know. 

Mr. Cramer. Is it a usable bridge? 

Mr. Erickson. Yes. 


Mr. ArmsrronG. Yes, but it does not have the capacity for the 
traffic that is there. 


Mr. Cramer. Presently ? 
Mr. Armstrona. Yes. 


Mr. Cramer. But it will have in the future when the Interstate 
System bridge is built ? 

Mr. Armstrong. Yes. That is our opinion. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much, Mr. Armstrong. We have a 
statement from Representative Charles E. Bennett of Florida with 
reference to H.R. 1843 and a letter from Alvin Shapiro of the Ameri- 
can Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., with reference to H.R. 7153 
and H.R, 8962. Without objection these documents will be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

(The statement of Representative Bennett, and the letter of Mr. 
Shapiro also Propeller Club of the United States, and Representative 
Rogers of Florida letters are as follows :) 


OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Re H.R. 1843. 
Hon. CHARLES A, BUCKLEY 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHarRMAN: Thank you for your April 8 letter. I will not be able 
to personally be present for the hearings on H.R. 1843, but will appreciate 
the enclosed statement being made a part of the record. 

Thanking you and with kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress. 


TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES E. BENNETT ON H.R. 1843, APrit 13, 1960 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I deeply appreciate your al- 
lowing me this opportunity to testify concerning H.R. 1848 which would authorize 
the State of South Carolina to construct a bridge across the Intracoastal Water- 
way. A number of my constituents have contacted me in strong opposition 
to this legislation, inasmuch as this legislation would allow the building of a 
fixed bridge with only a 55-foot clearance over the Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Henry 8. Baldwin, president of the Huckins Yacht Corp., wrote me a 
year ago on this as follows: “I do not need to tell you of the adverse effect the 
passing of such legislation would have on all interests who are working to keep 
the vertical clearance of fixed bridges over the Intracoastal Waterway to the 
present 80-foot limit. Anything you can do to keep such a bill from passing 
will be appreciated by all concerned.” 

I have seen a copy of the August 26 report of the Department of the Army in 
opposition to this legislation and I certainly agree with the conclusions that the 
construction of such a bridge would be an unreasonable obstruction to navigation. 
The Intracoastal Waterway is a water highway for vessels which cannot safely 
go out into the open sea. It was built for this purpose and many millions of 
dollars of the taxpayers’ money from all over the United States have been 
invested in this water highway. To allow some local obstruction across this 
would be automatically to diminish the entire value of the waterway since it 
is not possible to bypass from the water highway the vessels and cargoes which 
could not proceed under such a low bridge and yet cannot proceed in open 
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waters of the sea. It is very probable that there will be an increasing defense 
value for this water highway for those things and products which cannot now 
be moved on a land highway because of low clearances of overpasses. This 
accentuates the need for retaining the present heights of bridges over the Intra- 
coastal Waterway. 

As you know, the Intracoastal Waterway is used by substantial defense traffic 
and industrial freight users and by thousands of pleasure crafts which make 
their way from New Jersey down to Florida. To diminish the value of this 
waterway by lessening the clearance is not a local matter. Federal taxes from 
taxpayers living far inland are involved. Federal expenditures have been made 
on the economic justification of the present dimensions which might not be 
justified when the height of clearance is lessened. 

The need for additional height is not likely to diminish, but is more likely 
to increase. I strongly urge that nothing be done to decrease the height of 
clearance for the above-stated reasons. 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington, D.C., April 13, 1960. 
Hon. Grorce H. FAwon, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Committee on Public Works, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. Fatton: The American Merchant Marine Institute, representing a 
majority of deep sea American-flag oceangoing vessels, desires to record its 
strong objection to H.R. 7153 and H.R. 8962, being heard by your subcommittee 
this morning. 

We learned of your subcommittee’s considering this matter only this morn- 
ing. Since the issues involved are extremely vital and complicated, it is im- 
possible for us to submit detailed views at this time. We hope we will be 
allowed a minimum of 10 days to provide subcommittee with background and 
facts in connection with our objection. Consideration of a matter of this con- 
sequence should not be concluded without affording an opportunity to vitally 
affected parties to present their views. 

We will contact the subcommittee this afternoon to ascertain whether our 
request has been granted. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALVIN SHAPIRO. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Howarp W. Ropison, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to make a very brief statement regarding my motives for intro- 
ducing H.R. 7153. 

All of you may remember that, last year, when we were receiving testimony 
relative to H.R. 5950 and other related bills having to do with the financial di- 
lemma in which we then found ourselves with respect to the continuation of the 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, witnesses for the American Automobile Asso- 
ciation and the American Association of State Highway Officials appeared before 
us and, after addressing themselves to the immediate problem at hand, both re- 
ferred to what they considered the need for early consideration of a measure 
which had then been introduced in the Senate by Senator Case of South Dakota, 
and known as 8. 1126, for which no companion measure had been introduced in 
the House. 

This was a bill that had been developed by the interagency cooperation of 
the several Federal agencies involved in determining the highway bridge clear- 
ance standards for structures constructed or to be constructed over navigable 
waters, and had special reference to the General Bridge Act of 1946. 

Speaking in a very general manner, and assuming that the need for such legis- 
lation will be further explored by the witnesses we will hear this morning, such 
draft bill would amend the foresaid act so as to provide that future decisions as 
to the requirement for navigational clearances and provision for movable spans 
would be based upon the public interest instead of upon the economic needs of 
the public navigational interests only, and would, for the first time as a matter 
of law, recognize the equal rights of all forms of surface transportation as well 
as require the consideration of the economic effects upon all forms of surface 
transportation of any such decisions. 
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When such draft bill was presented to the Congress, it was asserted that such 
a revision in existing law would make possible substantial savings in the sums 
now being spent to build bridges solely for the accommodation of watercraft. 
Whether or not this is so, I do not know, but, in view of the obvious fact that 
the interstate program is now moving ahead on schedule, and so many major 
structures are or will be involved, it seems quite obvious that this committee 
must explore every possibility for the construction thereof in the most thrifty 
manner possible, in order that we may successfully complete this greatest of all 
engineering projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress after the Highway Act of 1956 was adopted; 
therefore, I do not share with most of you in the responsibility for justifying the 
decision to embark upon the attempt to fulfill the dream therein expressed. 
However, I do share with you all the responsibility for doing everything within 
our power to take such steps from now on as will make that possible. 

I recognize that what is proposed by the legislation will amount to some major 
changes in longstanding policy. I have no desire to open up any Pandora’s box 
that will add to the economic or legislative headaches that we already face, 
Nevertheless, I do feel, as I have felt for some time, that this Congress has a 
rather shaky hold on the tail of a very large and potentially dangerous bear, 
in attempting to steer this highway program of ours to a successful conclusion, 
and it therefore behooves us, I believe, to give full consideration to every meas- 
ure that may be proposed that may help us in doing so. 

Accordingly, I introduced H.R. 7153 in the House, last year, as a companion 
measure to 8. 1126. Needless to say, I have no pride of authorship, since the 
original bill was drafted by the Department of Commerce rather than by myself. 
I am on my part willing and ready to consider any and all appropriate amend- 
ments after we have had the benefit of the testimony of such witness as we may 
now hear, and I look forward eagerly to such testimony as a means for guiding 
us in such action as we may eventually determine to take. 


Hovse oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 13, 1959. 
House Puslic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : Enclosed is a letter which I hope will find its way into the hear- 
ings, if any, on H.R. 7153 inasmuch as the Jacksonville Marine Association is of 
the strong opinion that giving the Bureau of Roads authority over bridges would 
be a definite blow to navigation. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES FE. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress. 


JUNE 30, 1959. 
Hon. BE. BENNETT, 
Representative, State of Florida, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BENNETT: We understand that there is pending before 
the House, House Resolution 7153, introduced by Congressman Howard W. 
Robison of New York, which has the effect of giving the Bureau of Public Roads 
the authority over bridges. 

The Jacksonville Marine Association, at its meeting in June, went on record 
as opposing this bill, the affect of which would be to close waterways to navi- 
gation and traffic as the Bureau of Public Roads has consistently advocated low 
level fixed span bridges. 

We would appreciate any action which you may take on behalf of the naviga- 
tion interests of this State against this bill. 

Yours very truly, 


JACKSONVILLE MARINE ASSOCIATION, 
, President. 
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BRIDGE ACT 49 


PROPELLER CLUB OF THE UNITED STATES, 
OF JACKSONVILLE, FLA., 
Jacksonville, Fla., April 15, 1960. 
Hon. CHARLES BENNETT, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Siz: This is to request that you oppose House bill 1843. 

The standard clearance for fixed span bridges is 80 feet. The installation 
of a bridge with only 55 feet clearance would not be practical and work a hard- 
ship on the users of the waterways, particularly those depending on the water- 
ways for livelihood. 

Your interest is greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
C. Cacre, First Vice President. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1960. 
Hon, CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in connection with H.R. 1843, a bill cur- 
rently under committee consideration which, if enacted, would authorize the 
State of South Carolina to construct a stationary bridge across the Intracoastal 
Waterway near Myrtle Beach, S.C. 

It is my understanding that the Corps of Engineers takes the position that a 
bridge with only a 55-foot clearance would constitute an unreasonable obstruc- 
tion to navigation. I wish to associate myself with this view. 

The Intracoastal Waterway along the Atlantic coast now has been constructed 
as far south as Miami, Fla. It provides a protected avenue for waterborne 
commerce moving in and out of the many ports along the Atlantic seaboard. 
This presently unobstructed waterway, besides being vital to the economy of 
the number of States it services also has a very decided effect on our defense 
posture. In fact, its relation to national defense was the overriding factor in 
favor of construction at the time Congress was considering its authorization. 

Rather than decrease in importance, there is every reason to believe that the 
defense consideration involved will continue to increase. Now that the water- 
way has been deepened to 12 feet along most of its course, larger and larger 
vessels are taking advantage of the protection it offers from the open sea. In 
addition to providing a route along which consumer goods can and are being 
economically transported, vessels carrying bulky strategic defense materials to 
various defense installations are taking increased advantage of this safe inland 
water highway. The increased usage of this inland route in the transportation 
of missiles and rockets, for instance, can be traced to the difficulties in highway 
transportation caused by inadequate clearance of many Overpasses. 

In view of the above, I feel that it would not be advisable for the Congress 
to authorize the construction of such a bridge, and I respectfully urge that the 
committee reject this proposal. I would also appreciate your including this letter 
in the official transcript of the proceedings. 

Sincerely yours, 
Pavut G, Rocers, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. Smrru. This concludes the hearings for today. The hearings 
will be recalled again. These other gentlemen who are here will be 
notified as to the date when we will be able to set the hearing next 
week. I am sorry we could not conclude this now. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the hearing was recessed to be reopened 
subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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